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First Secretary Masaliyev’s Speech at Kirghiz CP
CC Plenum

18300280a Frunze SOVETSKAYA KIRGIZIYA

in Russian 29 Dec 88 p 1

[KirTAG report on speech by A. M. Masaliyev, first
secretary of the Kirghiz CP Central Committee: “The
Central Committee Buro Information Report at the
Kirghiz CP Central Committee Plenum ‘On the Reorga-
nization of the Republic’s Party Organs Apparatus’; date
and place not specified]

[Text] Comrades:

In light of the decisions of the 19th All-Union CPSU
Conference, which recognized the necessity of the fun-
damental restructuring of all the party’s activities and
bringing the party organizations’ forms and methods of
work into conformity with the new tasks, the June (1988)
CPSU Central Committee Plenum, as you know,
adopted a resolution “On the Basic Directions of the
Restructuring of the Party Apparatus.” Emphasized in it
was the important significance of a clear-cut differenti-
ation of the functions of party committees and state and
economic organs and the overcoming of parallelism and
duplication in their work. Also intended is a radical
change in the structure of the party apparatus, with
attention being paid to the improvement of its quality
and the strict subordination and accountability of its
elective organs to the party.*

The main point of the restructuring of the party organs’
work, as Mikhail Sergeyevich Gorbachev emphasized at
the Central Committee Plenum, is to have them concern
themselves with truly party affairs and political, organi-
zational and ideological work and be closer to the people.

The profound changes should apply to all aspects of
party life—from the shaping of its ranks to the imple-
mentation of personnel policy. The essence of these
changes is made up of a sharp turn in the direction

of democratization, the complete restoration of Leninist
standards for party building, a Leninist understanding of
political leadership and the party’s place and role in a
socialist society, the establishment of such political
mechanisms and guarantees as would preclude the pos-
sibility of violations of the Leninist principles of party
leadership in the future.

Starting with the Leninist concept of the party as the
political, ideological and moral vanguard of the working
class and of all the workers, the 19th party conference
emphasized in particular the necessity of excluding from
the party work’s practice command-and-order methods,
duplication of and substitution for the state and eco-
nomic organs and strict adherence to principle: the
CPSU pursues its own political course through the
communists, who work in the various spheres of
society’s life, and through the party organizations, which
are active in practically every labor collective, strictly
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observing the democratic principles, upon which Soviet
society is based, and the requirements of the USSR’s
Constitution and Soviet laws.

The CPSU Central Committee has set the task of reor-
ganizing the party apparatus’ structure and of reducing
and renovating it, having provided an influx of fresh
forces from the ranks of politically mature workers, who
are more trained in the professional sense and who are
staunch supporters of perestroyka, possessing high moral
qualities.

Starting with these directives, as well as the CPSU
Central Committee’s resolution of 10 September, 1988,
“On the Reorganization of the Local Party Organs’
Apparatus,” the Kirghiz CP Central Committee Buro is
implementing practical measures for improving the
structure of the apparatus of the Central Committee and
the republic’s other party committees. In particular, we
have abandoned splitting up the apparatus according to
the sectorial principle and we are quantitatively and
qualitatively strengthening the sections and sectors
which have been called upon to carry out the political,
organizational and educational functions and conduct
the current work on the realization and monitoring of
the execution of the adopted decisions; and on the
rendering of assistance to subordinate organizations in
their activities.

Of the party committees, their apparatus is now
required, first of all, to put into practice the party line on
the revolutionary renovation of society and to act cre-
atively using the methods of ideological and educational
work, without being guardians and without fettering the
local party units. The party apparatus’ work should be
more and more distinguished by business-like efficiency,
openness, a critical attitude and daily communication
with the masses.

Extremely important at this stage of the party’s activities
are such party apparatus functions as the careful study
and generalization of the practice of party work under
the new conditions, the analysis of the processes, which
are occurring in the political, economic, social and

intellectual spheres, and the assistance in the propaga-
tion of the best practices.

Proceeding from this point, the Kirghiz CP Central
Committee Buro, in agreement with the CPSU Central
Committee, formed within the make-up of the apparatus
of the Central Committee and the party obkoms the
following deparments: Organizational Party and Person-
nel Work; Ideological; Socio-Economic; Agrarian; State
and Legal and General. Retained have been the Admin-
istration of Affairs and the Party Control Commission
(until the establishment of a control and auditing com-
mission). We consider it also necessary to have in the
apparatus of the Central Committee (four people) and in
the party obkoms (two people each) groups of inspectors
who will work under the direct supervision of the Central
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Committee Secretariat and the party obkoms’ secretari-
ats. Thus, the number of departments is being reduced
from 15 to 8, while the number of primary workers is
being reduced from 139 to 114.

The apparatus structure of the party obkoms will be
similar to that of the Central Committee’s apparatus. As
you know, the Talas Party Obkom has been abolished
and, in place of the Issyk-Kul and Naryn obkoms, a new
one has been established-—the Issyk-Kul Obkom.

In the Osh Party Obkom, instead of 70 workers, 67 have
been retained, while, in the Issyk-Kul [obkom], there are
57 instead of the 88 which were in the two abolished
obkoms. The Kirghiz CP Central Committee requested
that (a second category be established for the Issyk-Kul
Obkom). Our request has been supported by the CPSU
Central Committee.

Taking into account the abolishment of the two obkoms
and the reduction in the Central Committee’s apparatus,
it was proposed that 104 staff positions be cut, or 33.2
percent. The Kirghiz CP Central Committee submitted a
proposal to the CPSU Central Committee CPSU due to
this aimed at strengthening the apparatus of a number of
party gorkoms and raykoms by 16 staff positions.

As a result, there was a reduction of 88 regular positions
or 27 percent of the strength of the apparatus of the
Central Committee and the party obkoms.

In connection with the reduction and renovation of the
party apparatus, questions arose regarding the judicious
use of the released workers. They were sent from the
Kirghiz CP Central Committee apparatus to strengthen
subordinate party committees and soviet and economic
organs. Thus, Comrade R.N. Abdysamatov, chief of the
Central Committee’s Culture Department, was elected
first secretary of the Dzhalal-Abad Gorkom, Comrade
Zh. Turdubayev, chief of the Central Committee’s Agri-
culture and Food Industry Department, was elected first
secretary of the Naukatskiy Party Raykom, and Com-
rades B.V. Perfilyev and A.A. Rysmendiyev, chiefs of the
Central Committee’s industrial departments, have been
confirmed as department chiefs of the Kirghiz SSR
Council of Ministers.

A number of workers have been assigned to supervisory
work in the State Agro-Industrial Committee and the
republic’s ministries and departments,

In conformity with the CPSU Central Committee’s
directives, the following departments have been estab-
lished in the Kirghiz CP’s Frunze Gorkom: Organiza-
tional, Ideological, Socio-Economic, General and a Party
Commission. At the same time, the number of primary
workers has been reduced from 29 to 26 people.

There are no plans for a reduction in the remaining party
gorkoms and raykoms. Within the apparatus of these
committees, organizational and ideological departments,

PARTY, STATE AFFAIRS

clerical sections and party commissions have been estab-
lished. In the Osh and Przhevalsk Party Gorkoms, in
addition, a Socio-Economic [Department] has been
established, while Agrarian Departments have been
established in the Sokulukskiy and Kara-Suyskiy com-
mittees.

We are now studying the matter of the establishment of
Central Committee commissions for important lines of
work. We will submit a proposal to a regular Central
Committee Plenum.

In the course of the conducted reorganization, the party
apparatus needs to be freed decisively from extra func-
tions. Our responsibilities are changing substantially
now, starting with the Central Committee’s first secre-
tary and ending with the party raykom and gorkom
instructor. It is necessary to attach more dynamism to
the party apparatus’ work, along with greater specificity
and timeliness, in solving such pressing matters of pere-
stroyka as the Food Program, the acceleration of housing
construction and increasing the volumes of consumer
goods production and services. At the same time, greater
depth and consistency must be provided in the solving of
prospective problems and in predicting the development
of the social and political processes and so on.

We should not become dissipated and expend our forces
and energy on the compiling of various inquiries and the
conducting of meetings and debates. Everything associ-
ated with the realization of the current plan tasks, the
integrated department programs and the coordination of
the efforts of the ministries and departments in solving
regional economic and social problems needs to be taken
up by the republic’s Council of Ministers, the corre-
sponding Soviets of People’s Deputies and their local
executive committees.

We should all well understand that the reorganization of
the party apparatus can not be regarded as a simple
organizational action, the implementation of which by
itself will introduce fundamental changes into all our
work. This is just a precondition, extremely important,
but, all the same a precondition for the changes, starting
from a position which will make it possible to raise the
party’s leadership in all spheres of society’s affairs to a
much higher level.

It is precisely to all these things that I want to pay
particular attention. Indeed, no one has relieved us of the
responsibility for either the solving of economic prob-
lems or for raising the people’s living standards and
especially for implementing political reform in society
and for the organizational and ideological support of
perestroyka.

Another matter is that we are faced with solving these
problems using a smaller number of workers and, in a new
fashion, without going into details, political methods. In
order to do this, we should all learn to work, and to teach
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others to do so, with constant and self-critical evaluation of
the individual work performed so that each person can
increase the individual contribution to common matters.

The times require that the party committees and ideological
organizations creatively reinterpret the forms and methods
of their own activities and open up a lot of elbow-room for
the initiative and activism of the communists.

Once again, it is necessary to emphasize that success in
party work in its current stage—a stage that is very
important and complicated—can be ensured only by
politically mature and well-trained personnel who have
high moral and business-like qualities and are capable of
organizing matters in a new fashion and creatively.

In connection with this, competent political party fight-
ers, capable in the final resuit of bringing our party
organs to a qualitatively new state and imparting to them
the status of organs of truly political leadership, should
enter the party apparatus.

In the bustle of everyday life, we must not forget that
party personnel, beginning with the Central Committee’s
apparatus and ending with the local party organizations,
have a special political responsibility for current affairs.
A responsibility for advancing perestroyka, not by empty
words and slogans, but by practical deeds, and for
subsequently putting the party policies into practice.
This has always been important. This is twice as impor-
tant today, when our entire society is at a revolutionary
turning point and has begun to stir into action.

From this comes the urgent necessity for each of us, regard-
less of position and rank, to work with a maximum of effort
and maximum responsibility in a results-oriented fashion—
in the interests of perestroyka and socialism.

Comrades:

The restructuring of the party apparatus does not mean
a narrowing of its activities or forgetting one or another
of the problems. On the contrary, the party apparatus has
been called upon to intensify its own

influence on the work of other organs, acting through
their communists.

Large, crucial problems remain to be solved in industry,
in agriculture and in the social sphere. In 1989, we must
increase the production of national income by 4.1 per-
cent, basically through an increase in the productivity of
social labor.

One feature of the new plan is the intensification of its social
orientation. Using all available financing sources, the con-
struction has been planned of 1,529,000 square meters of
housing. The output of consumer goods will increase by
more than 300 million rubles as against the 5-year plan.
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In the agro-industrial complex, plans have been made for
bringing the purchases of cattle and poultry, taking into
account the targets of the last Central Committee Plenum,
up to 280,000 tons and milk to 575,000 tons, which exceeds
the 5-year plan by 18 and 10.6 percent respectively.

In order to do this, it is necessary to take great pains and
to ensure the efficient work of all the links. But, in some
places, things are still being done the old way.

Take, for example, the wintering of cattle. In a number of
rayons, it is proceeding in an unsatisfactory manner. The
non-productive waste of animals is being tolerated, as is
the reduction in the milk yield.

The party committees need to shift the center of gravity
of all organizational and political work to the farms. It is
necessary to adopt measures for the establishment of
good living conditions for the livestock farmers and to
improve their trade, cultural and domestic services.
Soviet and economic organs must actively join together
in solving these problems.

Since January, all sectors of the economy have been
shifting to self-financing and self-support [samookupa-
yemost] and new collectives will be established which
will operate on a hiring contract basis. There are still
unsolved problems in housing construction and the
introduction of the achievements of scientific and tech-
nical progress in industry.

Perestroyka has entered into a period when more serious
and effective ideological support of practical actions is
required. The party organizations need to keep their fingers
on the pulse of life, to react rapidly to changes in public
opinion and to retain the initiative in their own hands.

The paramount task is the utmost strengthening of
discipline and the consolidation of the social state sys-
tem and its legal foundations. This is the path to the
harmonious combining of democracy and order and

of the citizens’ rights and obligations. We can not
tolerate a slide toward anarchy and aimless rally-holding.
Debates and discussions, as practice shows, become a
creative force only when they are supplemented by an
improvement in matters.

Comrades:

Perestroyka has breathed powerful animating forces into
the people and increased their activism. Proof of this is
the participation in the first stage of the expanded
preparations for the elections of the USSR People’s
Deputies. The duty of the party committees is to ensure
the conducting of the election campaign on a broad
democratic basis so that truly deserving people become
deputies.
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UzSSR: Background on Khabibullayev
Misconduct, Exposure

18300318 Moscow IZVESTIYA in Russian
8Feb89p3

[Article by G. Dimov, IZVESTIYA special correspon-
dent, Tashkent: “Request For Resignation™)}

[Text] In its issue No 24 for 1989, IZVESTIYA reported
that P. Khabibullayev, chairman of the Uzbek Supreme
Council Presidium, had resigned. The editors have
received a number of letters from the readers with a
request to describe what triggered this decision and what
were the real reasons! The following article is in answer to
their request.

M. Zakhidov, university party committee secretary,
addressed the Tashkent City Party Conference, which was
held at the beginning of December. On his speech the press
said only that “The speaker said that the question of the
selection of cadres to leading positions remains open.... The
former president of the Academy of Sciences paid no
attention to uprooting negative phenomena.”

It was clear to everyone that the delegate was discussing
not only the former president of the Academy but the
present chairman of the presidium of the republic’
supreme council. His speech included the following:

“My speech at the rayon conference was suppressed. The
reaction of the party authorities is puzzling. This is on
the eve of the elections of people’s deputies. An error was
made by promoting Comrade Khabibullayev to his high
position, an error which must not be exacerbated.”

Pulat Kirgizbayevich Khabibullayev became director of
the Uzbek SSR Academy of Sciences Institute of Nuclear
Physics. That year in the history of the institute was
marked by two events: the reconstruction of the reactor
was completed and the physics building was fantastically
decorated with wood carvings and ornamental murals.
Both were later linked to the activities of the new boss. It
is true that no one could share the director’s credit when
it came to decorating the facade of the building, for he
personally had drawn up the sketches, and contracted
with the Applied Arts Combine. Having taken over the
nuclear institute, it was he who cut the ribbon on the
occasion of the completion of the reactor’s reconstruc-
tion. That was all. However, some 3 years later P.
Khabibullayev became the laureate of the Uzbek SSR
State Prize imeni Biriuni, for having managed the entire
project. A while later, already as one of the noted
scientists in the country, and developer of a “new type of
structure for high temperature reactors,” he was awarded
a bonus and the gold medal of the United Nations World
Patent Organization.

As a mark of official flattery, he then began to be
described as an outstanding nuclear physicist.
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However, man does not live by atom alone. After oppor-
tunities had appeared for gene engineering, here as well
Pulat Kirgizbayevich was able to carve a place for
himself. As early as the mid-1970s, based on a contract
with the Novosibirsk Organic Chemistry Institute, the
Radkopreparat Enterprise of the Uzbek SSR Academy of
Sciences Institute of Nuclear Physics, began the produc-
tion of isotopes which could affect genes. The project
involved institutes of the USSR Academy of Sciences
and the then USSR Glavmedbioprom. The technology
for the production of isotopes was mastered.

In its 13 June 1982 issue (No 163/164), IZVESTIYA
described the project in detail in the article “Molecular
Surgeons.” It described the enthusiasts of this new project,
working in Novosibirsk, Tashkent, and Moscow. Naturally,
Pulat Kirgizbayevich was not among them. However, as was
the case with the reactor, 3 years later, once the project and
been nominated for the USSR State Prize, it was once again
P.K. Khabibullayev who acted as its head. By then he was
already not only director of the Nuclear Physics Institute
but also president of the Academy.

At that point there also was a rumor concerning the
contribution which P.K. Khabibullayev had made to
world science. Once again, we do not remember his
denying it.

The next year, in 1987, another project—the develop-
ment and series production of chromium containing
scandium shells for instruments using quantum electron-
ics—was nominated for the USSR State Prize. Here
again the main developer was that same individual. He
subsequently was to admit that “yes, this was not very
modest.”

When the latest elections for the Union Academy were
announced he, naturally, knew that there would be a
vacancy for a specialist in power industry and, at the
suitable moment, he invited himself to the forthcoming
circuit session which was to be held by the USSR
Academy of Sciences in this area. Soon afterwards the
session was held in Tashkent. All of this was properly
organized, with rich receptions and trips. One month
later, the Academy president and doctor of sciences in
acoustics became corresponding member of the USSR
Academy of Sciences in the field of power industry.

The period of his presidency was marked by the appear-
ance of new scientific centers in the Academy and an
improvement in its structure. However, science did not
benefit greatly from all this. According to G. Chernov,
doctor of sciences at the Nuclear Physics Institute, “In
many of the key positions within the academic system, in
both the natural and social sciences, the tone was set
primarily by either creatively sterile or shameless pushy
people, sometimes bordering on the edge of corruption,
people with so-called “higher qualifications.* They also
blocked the influx of fresh, strong and truly modern
scientists. This situation was worsened by the archaic
electoral system prevailing in the Academy.”
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Hardly anywhere else had talent become so openly
depersonalized as here. Under the guise of combining
sciences and, frequently, for reasons of greed, the “col-
lective” nature of labor, in its most pejorative meaning,
was raised to a cult. As director of the Nuclear Physics
Institute, naturally, Pulat Kirgizbayevich promoted all
areas of development of the Institute. However, was this
a reason for considering as “his own” any decent results
obtained by the collective? Yet, that is precisely the way
he started behaving and, I believe, it is precisely because
of this that this leader lost track of what he was doing.

“I am familiar with works signed by P. Khabibullayev,”
wrote Doctor of Sciences A. Mukhamedzhanov, head of
the department of theoretical physics, an alumni of
Moscow State University and one of the leading scien-
tists at the Institute. “In the field of nuclear physics alone
his works cover 12 sectors, which would be inconceiv-
able even to a leading light. Yet he is not a specialist in
any one of these areas....”

In the course of his tenure in leading positions, as a
co-author, not only with his subordinates but also with
noted scientists from the center (there are indications
that sponsorship and favoritism could be the subject of a
separate study and not only for the local but also the
Union Academy), P. Khabibullayev published 322 arti-
cles and nine monographs. At a discussion of his accom-
plishments, one would tap one’s forehead and agree that,
“apparently he went too far.”

Now everything has been clarified. What was not taken
into consideration, however, was the most important
and major fact: the harm which was caused to science in

“ the republic and how much insincerity and untruth,
subservience and fraud occurred on the basis of such
co-authorship, affecting, in particular, young scientific
workers. They obligingly added the name of the boss or
put his name ahead of their own so that, behind this
cover, bypassing others, they could see their names in
print, speed up the defense of their titles and advance in
their jobs.

He borrowed from the previous managers anything
which could conceivably promote his career. He person-
ally tried not to reciprocate. Rashidov’s son-in-law
became his right hand as first deputy director of the
- Nuclear Physics Institute. The son of the then chairman
of the Council of Minister, N. Khudayberdyyev, who
had recently graduated from the Institute, was promoted
to head of laboratory within 3 years. And the moment 1.
Usmankhodzhayev assumed leadership of the republic,
his wife became a member of the Nuclear Physics
Institute and over a period of 3 years was paid a salary
without doing virtually any work. Well, as they say, the
debt was paid: it was under Usmankhodzhayev that
Pulat Kirgizbayevich reached his scientific and admin-
istrative Olympus as president of the Academy.
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At the congress of the republic’s communist party, the
president of the Academy knifed the “exes” in the back:
“Science, the higher school and public health have been
swarmed by the children and relatives of highly placed
parents. Family relations and mutual guarantees have
seriously hindered the involvement of truly talented
people in science.” But who more than he had contrib-
uted to this situation? And everything was done on a
calculated basis, with complete understanding of the
situation. When Rashidov fell his son-in-law immedi-
ately disappeared from the Institute. The same system
was applied subsequently in replacing other relatives of
officials who had become compromised.

Two years ago, at the local exhibition of achievements of
the national economy, the Academy president was dis-
playing for the benefit of the leadership of the republic
the most efficient scientific advances. He praised the
Institute of Polymer Chemistry and Physics and its
director. Generally speaking, the praise was deserved.
One year later, however, he dismissed him. It was clear
to all that the president was distancing himself from the
previous director only because the director was Rashi-
dov’s daughter, although it was precisely she, as stated by
noted scientists, who was right for that position by virtue
of her qualifications and organizational talents. How-
ever, Pulat Kirgizbayevich was already being quoted as
possible chairman of the Supreme Soviet Presidium, and
God forbid that something should go wrong: better to
overdo than to underdo.

The new president of the republic was visited by his
academic colleagues and some of them, in his waiting
room, would worry: Had they forgotten the right time or
had they done something wrong in the past? Sitting
behind the tables in the reception room were those same
people who had been members of the scientific staff,
secretaries, and assistants. Conscientious and experi-
enced personnel of the apparatus of the Supreme Soviet
Presidium were mercilessly, and for no reason, replaced
by the president. The technical secretaries who had been
transferred from the Academy were immediately pro-
moted to highly salaried positions as advisors.

The president resigned after no more than 9 months of
work. What the people thought was, How could we have
appointed him? Where were we looking?

We know how he was elected: the vote was based on the
long familiar prescription: “Who is against?”
“Abstaining?” “No one.” All of this took 30 seconds.
Where were the people looking when they recommended
him? They were looking at the references. What tempted
them to vote for P. Khabibullayev? Was it his age,
energy, regalia, or official characteristics? In all likeli-
hood, all of these put together. However, at this point
this is not the main thing.

Let us imagine that soon after the rayon or city party
conference, at which Khabibullayev would be discussed,
he would turn to the newspaper: criticism addressed at
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him could not be ignored only because he happens to be
one of the leaders of the republic. These are different
times and, whether he agrees or disagrees with the
criticism, he would ask for a commission to be set up.

The outcome, in all likelihood, would be the same as it is
now: the facts may be obvious. However, the judgment
of one’s conscience might have been milder. Rumors
would be squelched and that would be a lesson for
others, including the party press, for this would settle
such an unusual situation which had developed in the
party’s life.

This would be unlikely! Arrogance and a false sense of
honor had blinded him. He became enraged: some petty
teacher, candidate of some sort, dared speak out against
him openly, against the president of the republic and
vice-president of the country?

On the day after the first rayon conference, M. Zakhidov
was summoned to the presidium of the Academy and
delicately asked about what he had said. This was
followed by frequent messengers sent by different influ-
ential individuals. They appealed to his conscience, they
advised him not to kick up a row. The “boss would not
forgive this.” It is true that after the city conference the
passions cooled off and a commission went to work. The
point was, who would prevail?

Traditionally, on the eve of the new year, members and
corresponding members of the Academy are invited to
tea and the most pressing problems of the recent past are
discussed in the light of perestroyka. This time, however,
the more pressing problem prevailed. “At the traditional
New Year’s meeting,” M. Salakhitdinov, Uzbek SSR
Academy of Sciences president reported, “a number of
academicians and corresponding members discussed
with indignation....” What they discussed was described
in a “14 page addendum.”

The first variant of the collective academic process was
signed by Vice-Presidents O. Lebedev, Z. Yusupov and
Z. Salimov, by M. Yunus, director of the Nuclear Insti-
tute and academy corresponding member, and M. Ashu-
rov, party committee secretary at the Institute and
candidate of sciences. Since this was judged insufficient,
academicians were visited at home. Some among them
were helped to avoid prosecution in court and others
were promoted. In either case, even those who knew the
truth but were unwilling to speak up signed. It was thus
that 40 signatures were collected.

What was the reason for the “indignation” of the people
at the reception, and what was said in the “platform of
the 407 Here is what: “The determining feature of
perestroyka is the democratic and interested consider-
ation by party members and the public of problems
submitted for discussion.... This has nothing in common
with the positive cleansing processes... which are an
example of a blunt political demagogy contained in the
speech by M. Zakhidov at the rayon and city party
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conferences,” behind which “one could see a group of
individuals whose objective, using slander, was to dis-
credit one of the major scientists and leaders of the
republic...,” and so on, item after item, rejecting all
charges against him as being lies, lies and more lies.

This letter was issued on 10 January. On 23 January,
however, when the results of the consideration of the
speech by party member Zakhidov, considered by the
Central Committee Buro became known, a new letter
was sent to the same address:

“To the Uzbek Communist Party Central Committee:

“Considering that Comrade Khabibullayev, P.K. admit-
ted his errors, we request that the note on this problem,
presented in 14 pages, be withdrawn.”

Whom to accuse now? They could only blame them-
selves, although no one could thank Pulat Kirgizbaye-
vich as well: he knew of the organized gathering of
signatures in defense of his sins and he did not stop it
but, instead, encouraged it. He refused the republic
commission and insisted on “an alternate” commission
from Moscow. Those who gathered the signatures as well
hinted that Moscow would justify him. However, these
hopes were not justified, for times now are different. The
commission, therefore, reached the conclusion it was
bound to reach. All charges leveled against Pulat Kirgiz-
bayevich were proven to be true.

What can we say, the decision taken by P. Khabibullayev
to resign was legitimate. It was a good thing that he
realized that it was better for him to do it by himself.
However, the aspiration of his colleagues to protect him
by hook or by crook is an alarming symptom. It proves
that many more efforts will be required to reject the
difficult legacy of the recent past, when the law, the truth
and morality were easily sacrificed to the whims of those
in power. The supporters of the old order find it difficult
to surrender their positions, should they decide openly to
confront the new situation.

P.K. Khabibullayev’s request to be transferred to scien-
tific work was granted. The 52-year old academician of
the Uzbek SSR Academy of Sciences and corresponding
member of the USSR Academy of Sciences now, obvi-
ously, will head one of the leading laboratories of the
Uzbek SSR Academy of Sciences Thermophysics
Department he created himself. It is to be hoped that this
will mark the beginning of his new and healthy career
which will consolidate as his credit that which he had
truly contributed to science. As to the question of his
resignation from the position of presidium chairman, it
will be considered at an extraordinary session of the
republic’s Supreme Soviet.

Marat Teshayevich Zakhidov, candidate of physical and
mathematical sciences, and deputy party committee sec-
retary at the university, is the president’s “evil genius.”
“For reasons of his principle-mindedness and party
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openness, and for asserting the principles of democracy
and glasnost and for an unbroken spirit in the struggle
for the truth and the ability to express the feelings of the
people,” as reads the decree of the pre-electoral meeting
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held by the collectives of Sabir-Rakhimovskiy Rayon, he
was nominated candidate for people’s deputy of the
USSR for the national-territorial district No 117 in
Tashkent.
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Readers Ask About Town Name Changes, Past
Debt, Stalin’s Life

18300381 Moscow ARGUMENTY I FAKTY in Russian
No 8, 25 Feb-3 Mar 89 p 8

[Letters from readers with replies from ARGUMENTY I
FAKTY]

[Text] We now have many cities named for political
figures: Kalinin, Sverdlovsk, Voroshilovgrad, etc. When
did this campaign begin? :

[Signed] A. Afonyushkin, Town of Zarya, Moscow Oblast
The first such name changes occurred in the early 1920s.

On February 14, 1923, the VTsIK decreed to change the
name of the city of Gatchina to Trotsk (in honor of L.
Trotskiy who at the time was Narkom [Minister] of the
Ministry of the Navy and Chairman of the Revolution-
ary Military Council). The action marked the 5th anni-
versary of the suppression of the Kerenskiy-Krasnov
rebellion and the founding of the RKKA [the Workers
and Peasants’ Red Army]. During those troubled days of
November 1917 Trotskiy arrested Krasnov in Gatchina.

Later, when Trotskiy was expelled from the USSR in
1929, the city that bore his name became Krasnogvar-
deysk (until 1944).

In 1924, a city of Zinovyevsk appeared on the map. It
was Elisavetgrad, the native city of G.Ye. Zinovyev,
renamed in his honor. In 1934 the name of the city was
changed once more, to Kirovograd.

In 1925, Tsaritsyn became Stalingrad.

In this regard, I would like to stress two points. None of
the above-mentioned individuals objected to such name
changes. The second point is those actions alone were
already a deviation from Lenin’s principles. Trotskiy,
Zinovyev and Stalin all subscribed to the leader-worship
doctrine which was later to nourish the cult of personal-
ity. It is not surprising, therefore, that when Stalin’s cult
became reality in the early 1930s a wave of name
changes of cities, rayons, factories, plants and streets, to
honor those who made up the leader’s closest entourage,
swept the nation.

[Signed] A. Loginov

Will state obligations for USSR economic development
issued in 1953-56 be repaid?

[Signed] O. Razgulyayev, Tashkent

The following information was provided to us by the
USSR Ministry of Finance:
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“The 1989 USSR state budget calls for full repayment of
state borrowings of 1953, totaling R1.4 billion. The exact
date when repayments will begin is being discussed.

State borrowings of 1954-56 will be repaid when
required material and financial resources are found.*

Please provide more information on Stalin’s second wife
Nadezhda Alliluyeva.

[Signed] T. Pindus, Ivano-Frankovsk

You write that Stalin did not attend his wife’s funeral.
Other publications, however, maintain that he did. Who is
right?

[Signed] N. Pavilov, Town of Maksatikha, Kalinin Oblast

We asked Candidate of Sciences in History A. Kolesnik,
the author of the articles on Stalin’s children (see AIF,
Nos 41 and 46, 1988, and No 1, 1989), to answer these
questions.

According to Stalin’s family legend, in 1903 Iosif Dzhu-
gashvili saved a 2~year old Nadya Alliluyeva when she
played on the Baku embarkment and fell into the sea.

They met 14 years later: a young schoolgirl and a 37-year
old revolutionary exile who had just came back to
Petrograd from Siberia. For a while, Alliluyeva worked
in Lenin’s office and visited the South Front.

The union of I. Stalin and N. Alliluyeva could not be
called a happy one. The spouses frequently fought. On
several occasions N. Alliluyeva left her husband, taking
the children with her. Not long before her death, she
even spoke of going to live with her relatives after
finishing the Industrial Academy where she was studying
at the time.

N. Alliluyeva unquestionably knew her husband’s
affairs. What did she find out about him? What did she
learn that made her life impossible? We may never know
that. Nadezhda Sergeyevna Alliluyeva died on the night
of November 7, 1932,

Three hypotheses about her death exist. The first one is
that she shot herself, the second that she was shot by
Stalin and the third that she was shot on his orders. The
two latter ones may never be proven due to lack of
documents.

N. Khrushchev, who studied with N. Alliluyeva and
knew her, later wrote: “...I had a great respect for...
Nadezhda Alliluyeva. She was so much unlike Stalin...

“Later Nadya committed suicide. She died in mysterious
circumstances. But, no matter how she died, the cause of
her death was some action by Stalin...”
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The question whether or not Stalin attended his wife’s
funeral did not come up accidentally. A number of
sources maintain that he did. Some Moscow residents
who witnessed N. Alliluyeva’s funeral on November 10,
1932, also claim that they saw Stalin walking behind the
hearse. Some people not only saw the funeral procession
from atop buildings and fences but also came near Stalin.
They write that he was pale and his face was made up to
cover smallpox marks.

Here, however, is what S. Alliluyeva wrote in her mem-
oirs “Twenty Letters to a Friend”: “During the first few
days (1. Stalin) was in a state of shock. He said he wanted
to live no more... He was in such a condition that people
were afraid to leave him alone. At times, he would be
overcome by some kind of anger, or wrath. This was
explained by the fact that mother had left him a letter.

“Apparently she wrote it at night. Naturally, I never saw
it. It was probably destroyed right away, but it existed—
I was told about it by those who had seen it. It was
horrible. It was full of charges and reproaches. It was not
Jjust a personal letter, but partly a political one as well.
Having read it, father may have thought that mother was
by his side only outwardly, while in reality she was
somewhere close to the opposition of the time. He was
shocked and angered by it, and at the civil ceremony he
approached the body only for a moment; then he sud-
denly pushed it off, turned away and left. He did not
attend the funeral.

“Mother was buried by her friends and family; her uncle
Avel Yenukidze, her godfather, walked behind the
hearse. Father was upset for a long time. He never visited
her grave at the Novodevichye cemetery. He could not
bring himself to do it. He felt that mother passed away
his personal enemy.”

Who was then that was mistaken for Stalin by the many
witnesses of the funeral? The study of photographs and
conversations with some of the few relatives of Stalin
who are still living (they personally requested that I do
not use their names), suggest that it was A. Svanidze, the
brother of Stalin’s first wife. If Stalin in person had
walked behind the hearse, no one would have been
allowed on the roofs or fences. Moreover, no one would
have been able to come near Stalin and touch his
overcoat. “The leader of all peoples™ feared assassina-
tion and organized his guard so that no outsider could
approach him.

Historians’ Roundtable on Rehabilitations,
Remaining Problems

18300359 Moscow NEDELYA in Russian

No 52, 26-31 Dec 88 pp 10, 11

[Roundtable discussion, materials prepared by the
NEDELYA Communist Education Department: “The
Difficult Path to the Truth”]

[Text] Exactly a year ago some well-known Soviet histo-
rians (two of last year’s discussants—I.D. Kovalchenko
and A.M. Samsonov—are also among our guests today)
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met around NEDELYA’s “roundtable” and discussed
timely problems of historical scholarship, as well as the
role of historical truth in restructuring society. That
meeting laid the foundation for an entire series of essays
in our publication, which has allowed us to fill in certain
blank spaces on the country’s historical map. Moreover,
the path which Seviet society has traveled in 1988, and
historical scholarship along with it, is impressive.

Just a year ago it was still difficult to suppose that as early
as this past spring there would be a juridical rehabilita-
tion—and by autumn a party rehabilitation—of Nikolay
Ivanovich Bukharin, Aleksey Ivanovich Rykov, Mikhail
Pavlovich Tomskiy, Khristian Georgiyevich Rakovskiy,
and other Bolsheviks of Lenin’s Old Guard, whose names
were wiped out of this country’s history by decades of
Stalinist terror. Moreover, scarcely anyone would have
supposed that in September the “Selected Works of N.I.
Bukharin” would be published. And who could have
dreamed just a year ago that the “Memorial” All-Union
Historical-Educational Society would be founded?

[NEDELYA] Nevertheless, the path which has been
traveled seems to be only a beginning, right?

[I. Kovalchenko] Yes, that’s right. This passing year
[1988] has provided a great deal for Soviet history to
study. New facts have been revealed, and many hitherto-
closed pages of our history have been opened. However,
we still are confronted with a great deal of work to do.
Because, you know, new facts are only the beginning of
scholarship. Its principal task is analyzing, summarizing,
and explaining the course of historical development,
based on these facts.

[Yu. Polyakov] The path to historical truth is long and
complex. We are now at the stage of stating the truth. We
need to explain the reasons why our history has turned
out to be filled not only with heroic but also tragic, not
only glorious but also sordid pages. We must work very
hard to attain the truth of history, raising strata of
previously unknown sources, restructuring our own con-
sciousness, striving to understand the historical process
in a new way. Historical scholarship has just entered
upon a difficult and complex phase wherein new con-
cepts emerge.

[A. Samsonov] Progress made by historical scholarship
during this past year is evident if only in the fact that we
are openly discussing previously forbidden problems are
listening to strangely different, sometimes unpleasant,
opnions. I sense increased creative activity in my own
work as well. During the past year I have published:
“Memory of the Past: Events, People, History (’Nauka*
Publishing House) and ”To Know and Remember: Dia-
logue Between an Historian and a Reader* (”Poli-
tizdat®).

However, we still have far to go before solving the
principal problems, particularly in elucidating the his-
tory of Soviet society and the most recent history as a
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whole. It’s gratifying that “An Outline History of the
CPSU” is being prepared, but does this simple, pleasant
fact reflect a general forward movement by our historical
scholarship? Alas, no. The organization of research on
the most important scholarly problems, such as, for
example, the history of the Great Patriotic War, is being
constructed in the old-fashioned way, on an administra-
tive-command basis. The main editorial commission of
this most fundamental (10-volume!) work ought to, in
my opinion, be headed up by scholars. And should we
not be concerned by the fact that the History of the
USSR Institute of the USSR Academy of Sciences has
ceased work on the concluding, 12th volume of “A
History of the USSR from the Earliest Times to the
Present Day”? The reason is that the authors do not have
access to many archival documents without studying
which it’s impossible to truthfully write a history of
Soviet society.

Last year we talked about the archive problem. It has
remained. Acccess to the archive holdings is free only for
the following two scholarly institutions: the IML [Marx-
ism-Leninism Institute] under the CPSU Central Com-
mittee and the Military History Institute under the
USSR Ministry of Defense. As a result, the conditions
for monopolism in scholarship have been retained, and a
lag in historical scholarship has been planned as before.

(V. Zhuravlev] This past year has indeed been abundant
in discoveries which liberated the power of truth. All
this, to a certain extent, helped to break down the
obstacles and stereotypes of the *stagnant type” of
historical consciousness. But any shattering in scholar-
ship is merely the prerequisite for radical, creative,
constructive work.

[NEDELYA] We’d like to believe that 50 years from now
our historians will recall the late 1980°s as a time of an
unprecedented flare-up of interest in society’s past and
in historical scholarship. It’s possible that someday our
period will even come to be called a “renaissance.” But
can it be said now that historians have already compre-
hended the principal problems of the distant and more
recent past? Have they answered all the “difficult”
questions?

[I. Kovalchenko] In my opinion, far from all the “dif-
ficult” questions of our past are yet clear, whereas
certain of them have merely ben posed. And quite some
time will be required to obtain true answers to them. As
you know, the Renaissance was a lengthy period in
history.

[Yu. Polyakov] In the knowledge of our country’s history
this past year has been more noteworthy than any other. It
was specifically in 1988 that there ocurred the most
tangible shift in the evaluation of past decades—a shift in
public awareness which is radical and, obviously, already
ireversible. The radical changes which have taken place are
completely-explainable: the critical understanding of the
present-day reality has sharpened interest in the past—in
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the causes of stagnation and the pre-crisis condition. And
the circumstances of glasnost have allowed us to reveal
many hitherto-unknown strata of history. In and by them-
selves, they bear an enormous critical charge. Thus, the
natural growth of interest in history has led to a new
qualitative condition. Steps of paramount importance
have been taken in the understanding of Soviet history.
Scholars have at last been freed from their blinders of
many years, they are writing in a more unfettered manner,
discussing matters more acutely, and “digging deeper.”
But so far historians have not only failed to comprehend
the main problems or to answer all the difficult questions,
but. to the contrary have found even greater qualitative
problems and questions.

[V. Zhuravlev] As to those persons researching the
problems of the CPSU’s history, they’ve not yet come to
grips with answering the “most difficult” questions.
Historians have closely approached the possibility and
necessity of making the trsnsition from simply disclosing
the so-called “blank spaces” of the country’s and the
party’s past to a conceptual comprehension of the pro-
cess of our post-October Revolution development as a
whole. We must distinctly admist that the center of
gravity in analyzing the histical past nowadays is shifting
more and more from answers to the question “how” to
the broad, all-embracing comprehension of the dialectic
of factors and processes of a cause-and-effect type.
Because, after all, the chief lessons of the historical past
are contained in the answer to the question: “Why did
something which nowadays so disturbs and excites us
happen in the historical past specifically one way rather
than another?” »

Only answers to the questions “why” allow us to move
further along—to an informed development of that
mechanism the presence of which will, once and for all,
consign the concepts of the “cult of personality,”
‘“authoritarian-bureaucratic system,” etc. to the category
of strictly historical terms.

Development of a new concept of the history of the party
and Soviet society, on which historians are now working,
presupposes, of course, a comprehension in the dialectic
of the positive as well as the negative aspects of the
historical experience. Absolutization or a hypertrophied
exaggeration of just one of these aspects is fraught with
the danger of repeating the old errors and deformations
which have already done a disservice to historical and
party-historical scholarship. And not just to the latter.

[R. Medvedyev] In my opinion, there’s not much point
in speaking about some kind of flare-up of interest in
history and our past. There has always been such interest
in the society. It’s just that now many previously closed
doors, and many genuine opportunities have begun to
appear. By taking advantage of them, we historians have
been able to state things to the people. And this has only
intensified the general interest.




JPRS-UPA-89-022
6 April 1989

I’d supplement your question by another assertion, and
that is the feeling that the past has been a closed door.
Let’s admit to ourselves—does it not really seem to us
that we don’t know our own past, that we are people
without an historical memory? Among our intelligentsia
there were many persons who strove to change this
situation. Alas, instead of encouraging such a striving,
certain people persecuted them, expelled them from the
party, and exerted pressure on them with a single pur-
pose—to force them to abandon historical truth. Nowa-
days there is, fortunately, no such pressure; nowadays we
can state things and be printed freely.

[V. Lelchuk] It’s impossible to believe that our scientists
would venture to answer all the “difficult” questions
which will be asked by persons interested in modern
physics, chemistry, astronomy, mathematics.... But his-
torians, it seems, are supposed to comprehend the “main
problems of or long-ago and more recent past,” to
answer all(!) the “difficult” questions.

I'm not going to assert that such a posing of the question
calls for a return to the traditions laid down 50 years ago
by the “Short Course,” but this little word “all” is very
reminiscent of a fondness for just two colors——black and
white. At that time there *“could be no” unclear matters,
But, of course, there were no sciences revealing the true
greatness of the October Revolution in the ensuing
decades. Nowadays, however, the situation is different
in pinciple: we must revive the Leninist concept of
building socialism. And, therefore, historical scholarship
must not be enrolled in the “service field,” for, like any
branch of science, it cannot, under any conditions,
answer “all the difficult questions.”

There’s no doubt that in the past year our knowledge,
linked with the basic stages of Soviet society’s develop-
ment, particularly with the 1920’s and 1930’s, has been
substantially enriched. The public’s horizon and
demands are changing even more rapidly. The very
practice of perestroyka has posed new problems requir-
ing ever-deeper comprehension of their sources, roots,
and laws of evolution. Therefore, no matter how signif-
icant this year’s shifts may have been, the main thing still
lies ahead: only now can we begin to develop a concep-
tual comprehension of the material.

Let me boldly assert that we’re merely at the sources of
that “‘historical renaissance,” which our descendents,
perhaps, will call the start of perestroyka. But, alas, it’s
also true that much more could have been done this year.
Thus, the economists came out with a new textbook. The
activism of cultural figures gave birth to an interesting
new journal entitled NASHE NASLEDIYE. One could
also list other innovations. But, just as before, there are
no new school textbooks on the history of Soviet society.
The idea of creating a popular journal of historical
scholarship has remained unrealized. Nor has a society
of historians been founded yet.... Let’s not continue such
a sad list.
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[NEDELYA] Some time ago Central Television showed
a court where a lawsuit brought by former Procurator
Shekhovtsov in defense of I. Stalin was tried. In your
opinion, do we need a court trial of Stalin himself and his
close associates?

{I. Kovalchenko] The highest court for political leaders
and epochs is the court of history. Such a court trial has
begun and will be conducted by many generations, for
Stalin was merely the tip of a huge iceberg of the
administrative-command, bureaucratic system which
deformed socialism; it also led to very great sacrifices
and economic crisis. Only history can melt such an
iceberg. The generation of the “sixties” performed a
great historical service in starting this court trial of
history. The task of the present generation is to continue
this trial, to deepen the arguments for a sentence by
analyzing the causes and consequences of the cult.

[A. Samsonov] The Stalin cult was condemned by the
20th CPSU Congress. This was followed by attempts at
rehabilitation and, if not justifying, at least forgetting the
crimes committed under the personality cult. Glasnost
has demanded a new, uncompromising trial of Stalin and
his evil accomplices. In my opinion, it’s already proceed-
ing—this trial by the whole people. Resounding evidence
of the victims of Stalin’s repressions, along with the
testimony of eyewitnesses and contemporaries, has been
appearing in newspaper articles and television programs.
Actions have been taken by the Commission of the
CPSU Central Committee Politburo to rehabilitate per-
sons unjustly condemned from the 1930’s to the 1950’s.
Unfortunately, Stalin and his close associates escaped a
court trial during their lifetimes. They are being sen-
tenced by the court of history and public opinion.
Figures in the fields of literature, art, and science must
carry out their own lofty missions in this trial-type
process.

[R. Medvedyev] In the juridical sense, there can be no
court trial of Stalin and his associates. Persons already
dead cannot be tried in court; that’s just mysticism. Only
the Inquisition held trials of deceased persons; they used
to dig up the bodies and try them in court. That’s silly
and savage: the person cannot defend himself or reply to
questions. This, of course, would mock what we call a
court trial.

Stalin can be tried only by the court of history. We must
name all persons who aided and abetted him, describe all
their deeds, write truthful books about their crimes, sort
out all the motives, and elucidate all the details of their
actions.

Such a trial is needed. But it’s already being held by our
society. The appearance of new scientific-publicistic
books, novels, creation of a memorial to Stalin’s vic-
times, drawing up complete lists of persons who died,
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indicating the executioners’ names—that’s what we
need. Previously there were many obstacles to such
work. Now they are partially removed, and such activity
must be expanded.

[NEDELYA] Historical glasnost is testimony to our
consistency in carrying out perestroyka. Have we been
consistent in everything during the past year?

[Yu. Polyakov] The positive processes in gaining knowl-
edge about the past are obvious. But it would be wrong to
keep silent about the many negative symptoms also
appearing this past year. Dilettantism in history assumed
alarming scope. Many interesting materials on historical
topics, so popular in the central and local press, contain
gross factual errors. Signs of a new one-sidedness and
tendentiousness are quite frequent. Sometimes striving
for sensationalism leads to the appearance of “pirozhki”
with stale fillings. The principle: “I won’t vouch for the
taste, but it’ll be hot™ is unsuitable for cooking and even
more counter-indicated for science. It engenders new
stereotypes, dictated by a new bias. All this just violates
the principles of historicism again—many events of the
past are evaluated from the high vantage-point of today,
without taking into account at all the specific-historical
circumstances of years past, or the level of possibilities
and awareness in those times.

Here’s what alarms me. An opinion was recently stated
in the press that the period of criticism in historical
scholarship had already ended. This is hardly so. Criti-
cism in history and aimed at history cannot and must not
stop. Criticism is not always proportional or measured
out by seasons. Without constantly looking at itself
critically, scholarship cannot develop. But—and few
would disagree—it’s time to end this meeting period in
our scholarship. It’s time to focus our attention on
constructive, creative tasks. The old concepts of the
history of the CPSU and Soviet society are virtually
jaded. But the birth of new ones has scarcely begun.

[A. Samsonov] Let me add my own evaluation to Yuriy
Aleksandrovich’s opinion. Our country has the type of
time-serving historian satirically limned in Ye. Koro-
vin’s sketch “Fedotus-Herodotus” (PRAVDA, July). I
agree that criticism helps us to overcome vices; it’s
perestroyka in the social sciences, literature, and art.
However, the writer’s sarcasm, while justified on the
whole, is not free from a distortion of truth. How can he
assert, for example, that it was not Voroshilov or Beria,
but an academician-historian, who devised such formu-
las as the ‘“great captain” and the “leader of the
peoples”? And it’s even more inavalid to state that our
newspapers and journals, our political and fictional
literature, had nothing to do with the Stalin cult of
personality.

It would be nonsense to defend “Fedotus-Herodotus”—
he is, alas, drawn from life. But it’s just as absurd to
present matters as if Fedotus were merely a freak excep-
tion to a generally good public situation in years past. In
reality, things were much more complex and dramatic.
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Yes, there were scholars who “served time.” But there
were also scholars who struggled. I could cite specific
names and examples of historians who defended their
own views despite the very difficult conditions under
which historical scholarship developed for decades,
oppressed by the authoritarian apparatus at various
levels and the numerous bureacracy of the 1960’s,
1970’s, and early 1980’s.

[R. Medvedyev] No, alas, we lack consistency. To this
day, there are “forbidden” topics and “blank spaces™ in
history. For example, there still is no possibility for a
truthful and detailed exposition of the facts linked with
Trotskiy’s personality. How easily a new myth is being
created! “Trotskiy as the demon of the Revolution.” But,
of course, Stalin could better be described as the “demon
of the Revolution.” Demon signifies Satan, the Deyvil.
But Trotskiy took part in the October armed uprising; he
was one of its organizers, a fact which even Stalin gave
him credit for at first. Trotskiy was a founder of the Red
Army and personally distinguished himself in the Civil
War. However, certain recent publications contain not a
word about Trotskiy’s revolutionary activity nor any of
the favorable remarks which Lenin accorded to him in
his own time....

Furthermore, we do not, of course, yet have an objective,
full evaluation of the activity of the revolutionary author-
ities in the first years of the Soviet republic. Yes, the
situation was extreme, but, you know, there were also
many justified actions. Many actions were evil, but we’ve
romanticized all the events without inveestigating them,
and we’ve regarded them as heroic, sacrificial deeds.
History is not romantic poetry; it must be objective.

Let me repeat A.M. Samsonov’s statement that certain
archive documents are still closed. It’s obvious that
many archives have been intentionally destroyed.

[NEDELYA] This year has seen the raising of yet
another stratum of our society’s problems. Conflicts in
inter-national relations, “‘scores” which have been hid-
den for decades, have surged to the surface.

What are the actual historical roots of these problems?
Guided by our country’s historical experience and that
of other states and peoples, can we find constructive
solutions?

[L. Kovalchenko] Inter-national relations constitute one
of the most important and complex aspects of sociohisto-
rical development. History has shown that mutual ties
and an exchange of experience between peoples, based
on equality and mutual respect, have always been a
powerful factor in social progress.

By themselves, no kinds of national traits block friend-
ship or mutual understanding between peoples. But the
sphere of national attitudes is linked very closely with
people’s emotions. Therefore, any kind of divergence or
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misunderstanding is perceived extremely acutely here;
various prejudices are most firmly entrenched. This is
always used in their own interests by various conserva-
tive and reactionary social forces and elements. Playing
upon the real difficulties and conflicts which always exist
in public life, they attempt to include them under a
“national umbrella;” they incite nationalistic passions
and dissension to achieve their own self-seeking goals.

It’s always been thus throughout history. There’s only
one method of solving a national conflict which is
justified and approved by public practice: all parties
must rise above their specific differences, look at them
from the viewpoint of wide, common-national interests
and those of others with whom they interact. The most
patriotic strata of any nation have always been advocates
of this solution to national divergences and conflicts. It is
precisely they, rather than limited nationalists, who have
most deeply understood the real interests of their own
people.

[R. Medvedyev] Inter-national attitudes are linked with
history because, without knowing its own past, a nation
and a people cannot exist at all. The first sign of a nation
is a common historical lot. Otherwise, people become
just a conglomerate of persons who have no connection
with each other. Without a history, national life is
impossible, as is the existence of a state. If there is no
history, there is no society. A truthful history is a chief
requirement of every people.

[NEDELYA] Perestroyka is now in its fourth year. As
we've already said, its very beginning was connected
with an increasingly keen interest in history. But, in your
opinion, has the role played in society by historians
themselves really increased during these years?

(I. Kovalchenko] Although not to the extent that I would
wish, the historians’ role has increased in recent years.
Yes, criticism aimed at scholars is justified. But why
forget that the basic part of what we learn about our past,
about its “blank spaces,” has, nonetheless, been achieved
by historians? Thus, the chief correspondents of
NEDELYA’s History Club are also historians. Of course,
we still have much work to do in order to satisfy the
widespread demand for historical knowledge.

{R. Medvedyev] Nevertheless, in my opinion, many
historians have shown their own unsoundness. It’s not
coincidental that we lack a textbook on history (as
already mentioned), or a textbook on the history of the
CPSU; we don’t even have a periodization of history.
Over the course of 60 years history was essentially
subordinated to ideology and politics, to the political
struggle for power. In our country historians became
accustomed to working not on true scholarship but
rather on propagandistic-political documents, “tailored”
for a specific leader or historical date.
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It’s painful to admit, but historians have proved to be
unprepared for perestroyka. Many of their books have
lost their significance and are not being reissued. But
these historians have not begun to write new books.
Evidently, they lack new concepts, whereas those con-
cepts which were developed earlier are not needed now-
adays. The work which historians should be engaged in
now is being done mostly by publicists.

I agree that the looks of many historical journals have
changed noticeably suring this past year. New editors
have appeared along with new trends. These journals are
attempting to look at historical scholarship in a new way,
to conduct its restructuring; but this is a lengthy process.

History is a science; it cannot be restructured in a single
day. We need new personnel, a restructuring of educa-
tion itself. All this requires time.

Collectivization in Kazakhstan During the 1930s
18300300 Alma-Ata KAZAKHSTANSKAYA PRAVDA
in Russian 14, 15, 17 Jan 89

[Articles by B. Tulepbayev and V. Osipov' under the
“History and Fate” rubric: “From a Position of Truth”:
“On Complex Questions of the Collectivization of
Kazakhstan™}

[14 Jan 89 p 3]

[Text] Today, many decades later, it is impossible to
calculate the losses of that time with absolute accuracy: no
single archive, to include previously secret sources, has
complete and systematized data. It was necessary to
gather the data literally in fragments. These are bitter
statistics: behind every line stand the thousands and
hundreds of thousands of people who perished in the years
of famine, or were forced to flee their native lands.
Realizing the responsibility imposed on us by their mem-
ory, we have striven to provide an honest analysis of the
most reliable data from all the sources available to us.

The Authors

Today we turn to one of the most controversial and
dramatic periods in the life of the republic: the period of
the 1920’s and 30’s; the time of the settlement of nomadic
households and mass collectivization; the time of stormy
socio-economic restructuring, and along with it—admin-
istrative tyranny, mass famine and incalculable human
suffering. It is precisely these dramatic circumstances that
give rise to the special interest in those times among wide
circles of society in Kazakhstan.

Part I

We shall outline in brief the prior history of the question.
The Decree on the Land was adopted upon Lenin’s
initiative at the 2nd Congress of Soviets, immediately
after the victorious armed uprising in Petrograd. Placing
the land in the hands of the peasants was an important
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socio-economic and political act by the Soviet authori-
ties and the party. However, that did not solve all the
problems. The vast number of small and miniscule
peasant farms with their low cultivation and marketabil-
ity standards condemned the country to a vegetative
state with periodically-occurring years of famine. There
was also the danger of reproducing new capitalistic
elements from among the peasants—the wealthier
kulaks. Therefore, Lenin and the party continued their
search for an optimal solution of the agrarian question.

The experience of the first agricultural communes and
other cooperative formations allowed the party to seek a
means of developing agriculture in the establishment of
producer-consumer communes and societies, and to
establish the sort of ties between the city and the coun-
tryside which would fundamentally transform the eco-
nomic relationships in the country. It was against this
background that the idea of cooperation of the entire
population was worked out in the RKP(b) [Workers’ and
Peasants’ Party (bolshevik)] Program, adopted at the 8th
Party Congress in March 1919. In explaining the idea,
Lenin emphasized the importance of winning the trust of
the peasants, “of learning from the peasants the methods
of transition to the new system, and under no circum-
stances command them! This is the rule which we have
set for ourselves.”

However, during the years of the civil war, when the
Republic of Soviets was turned into a besieged camp, it
became necessary to introduce the policy of “war com-
munism,” characterized by extraordinary measures of
direct goods-exchange and requisitioning of farm pro-
duce. But, as early as the last year of the civil war, the
peasantry, which had acquiesced to the requisitioning
under emergency conditions, sharply protested the com-
mand methods during peacetime. The New Economic
Policy (NEP) became the strategic policy for developing
the basis of interaction between the proletariat and the
peasantry, and replaced food requisitioning [prodraz-
verstka] with tax-in-kind [prodnalog]. And cooperation
was to be the principle for the transition of small-scale
peasant farming to socialism.

Lenin had been working out problems of peasant coop-
eration in his last articles and letters. At the same time
we must take into consideration the fact that the basis for
the new principle of organizing the rural populace was
outlined in “general terms,” which remained “unde-
fined, and the substance of the practical tasks has not
been described in detail.” But Lenin had formulated the
most important principles and prerequisites for the
socialist transformation of the countryside: strictly vol-
untary peasant participation in the cooperative move-
ment; to render every kind of state assistance to the new
system in the countryside; to search for a form of
mutually-advantageous ties between the city and the
countryside; to pay attention to real experience; a grad-
ual, unhurried approach in the major new cause of
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introducing communist ideas to the countryside; and,
all-around development of the culture of the multi-
million-strong mass of peasants.

Detailing the party’s policy with respect to the peasants
and the agrarian transformations took a number of years,
and occurred under complex conditions and in an acute
ideological-political struggle. The difficulty lay not only
in the fact that the country’s economy under NEP
conditions was multi-structured, but also that the level of
development of various regions of the country differed,
and frequently the land problem was very closely inter-
woven with the national problem.

All of these problems were on the agenda soon after
Lenin’s demise. The report by M.I. Kalinin and the
co-report by N.K. Krupskaya, “On Work in the Coun-
tryside,” delivered at the 13th RKP(b) Congress in May
1924, noted the presence of two growth trends—the
capitalist, expressed in the growth of Kulak farms, and
the socialist, directed toward attracting the peasants to
cooperation by means of the most understandable and
available forms for it.

In Kazakhstan in particular, it became clear from data
gathered by the VKP(b) [All-Union Communist Party
(bolshevik)] Kazkraykom commission (In 1925 and 26
the commission headed by Kraykom Buro member U.K.
Dzhandosov inspected more than 500 auls and villages)
that the average peasant was continuing to prosper, and
in certain regions the number of prosperous peasants had
increased to 6.0-8.0 percent.

It was also important that the ideas of cooperation began
to gradually penetrate the aul environment as well. In
certain regions of the republic up to 20 percent of the
agricultural artels and up to 40 percent of the TOZ’s
[Partnership for Joint Land Cultivation] were Kazakh.
The nomadic households began to settle down. The
growth of the cooperative movement was the principal
economic barrier to the spread of the kulak menace; the
cooperative associations, given sufficient support from
the state, were with the passage of time to seize the
initiative from the kulaks and wealthy herdsmen in
supplying basic commodity production—grain and
meat. Development was proceeding in just that direc-
tion, although the overall picture was not entirely cloud-
less: the growth rate of agriculture lagged behind the
needs of the country, and the kulaks and wealthy herds-
men resisted the general democratic and socialist trans-
formations in the auls and villages.

The presence of various trends in the development of
agriculture created a broad field of alternatives. In the
party leadership various points of view emerged on the
way to solving the problems which had sprung up.
Without going into an analysis of the positions of the
individual leaders of that time, we shall note that in the
final analysis Stalin was able to foist his own point of
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view on the party, and it not only did not conform with
Lenin’s understanding of the problem, but quite often
was in conflict with Lenin’s ideas as well.

One of the fundamental problems of socialist construc-
tion in the 1920’s was the question of the correlation of
the industrialization of the country and the peasant
cooperatives. Lenin proposed that industry render assis-
tance to the peasantry in their difficult work, and com-
bine cooperation and industrialization on mutually-ad-
vantageous principles. But Stalin demanded the absolute
subordination of agriculture to socialist industry.

Another important question on which Lenin’s and Sta-
lin’s views differed was the problem of finding funds for
industrial development; that is, sources of socialist accu-
mulation. Lenin believed that socialist accumulation
should be accomplished by virtue of increased labor
productivity, and skillful production organization and
management. In his report at the 14th VKP(b) Congress
Stalin repeated Lenin’s instructions, with one smali, but
as it soon became clear, significant addition: in order to
create the accumulation needed for socialist industry, a
positive foreign trade balance would have to be
achieved. How to achieve it he explained later, at the
November 1928 VKP(b) Central Committee Plenum:
«..If industry is the leading element, then agriculture is
a base for developing industry both as a market...and as
a source of export reserves necessary t0 import equip-
ment for the needs of the national economy.”

The 15th Party Congress held in 1927 adopted a broad
program designed to accomplish the switch of the peas-
antry onto the rails of socialism, namely on the basis of
developing cooperation. At that same time the concept was
developed for modernizing NEP with respect to the tasks
of accelerating industrialization and socialist transforma-
tions in the country. There were no plans whatsoever for
total collectivization. What was envisaged was the more or
less planned development of socialist elements, gradually,
but unswervingly supplanting the inefficient small-scale
peasant farms with the socialist market by virtue of their
cooperation. At the same time the congress was proceeding
from the previous experience of developing cooperation
and its wide popularity among the peasants, and increasing
the role of cooperation in barter between the city and the
countryside. In Kazakhstan, for example, up to 34 percent
of the agricultural production was supplied by various
cooperatives in 1927,

However, such planned development did not occur. In
the winter of 1927/28 a grain procurement crisis arose in
the land. There were several reasons for it, but the main
one lay in the fact that the policy of confiscating assets
from agriculture and turning them over to industry
began to be carried out on an intensive basis.

In order to ensure competitiveness in grain deliveries
abroad, prices for grain on the domestic market were
significantly reduced in the Fall of 1927. And this
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became a direct cause of the crisis in grain procurement
during the winter of 1927/28. The peasants, anticipating
more favorable market conditions, began to withhold
their grain.

The grain-procurement crisis, representing a clear and
present danger for the development of the nation’s
economy, and the food situation of the working class,
were interpreted on the political plane as an attack of the
petit-bourgeois element on the proletarian state. There-
fore it was decided to respond to it with extraordinary
measures. The “kulak strike,” as Stalin put it, must be
crushed with force. The struggle with the kulaks became
the slogan of the day, and soon grow into an appeal to
liquidate them as a class.

The campaign against the kulaks was unfurled to the
accompaniment of increasingly rigid demands to expose
them as “disorganizers of the market and price policy,”
which called for action “in an especially urgent manner,
without regard to formalities.”

The percentage of kulaks in one region or another was
artificially overstated by the local organs for the conve-
nience of the higher authorities. Meanwhile, objective
data did not testify to the growth of the kulak class, but
to its significant decline: by 1928, the percentage of
kulaks in the RSFSR as a whole had shrunk from 3.9
percent to 2.2. percent, and in Kazakhstan from 6-8
percent to 3-4 percent.

At the same time, from 1928-1930, Kazakhstan and
especially its grain-growing northern regions suffered a
crop failure, and in the winter of 1929/30 there was a
dzhut [mass cattle starvation] as the steppe vegetation
was locked in an icy suit of armor. The grain procure-
ment plan for the winter of 1928/29, however, was
defined at 11.5 million centners which exceeded the real
capability of the peasant farms by almost a third.

In addition, the orientation toward exceptional measures
for grain procurement heated up the situation in the
republic from the first days of procurement. Sent to the
villages and auls were 4,812 officials with the strictest
instructions and vast powers. Cruelty and lack of scru-
ples became the basic line of their behavior. The funda-
mental blow was to have been dealt to the kulaks and the
rich herdsmen. But the officials, who had a poor grasp of
the situation, often beat upon the average peasant and
even the poor ones.

But administrative measures did not provide an eco-
nomic effect. Confiscated from the 34,121 convicted
“wealthy herdsmen and kulaks™ were 631,000 poods of
grain and 53,400 head of cattle—which amounted in all
to about one percent of the plan for grain and 3.5 percent
for meat procurement. Meanwhile, the VKP(b) Kazkr-
yakom reported in the Spring of 1929 that they had
managed to fulfill the plan for grain procurement by 84.3
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percent, and had expanded meat procurement by a
factor of 1.5 for cattle and by a factor of 3 for sheep, in
comparison with the preceding year.

It is clear that the main burden of grain procurement fell
on the shoulders of the average and poor peasants.
Moreover, the granaries of many of them were swept
clean, right down the last kernel. Also falling under the
plan for grain procurement were the nomadic house-
holds, which did not plant crops at all. They were forced
to sell their cattle and buy grain for the procurers.

A still more severe situation took shape in subsequent
years. The press of the extraordinary measures contin-
ued to grow.

Such actions aroused the just anger of the peasants. Until
quite recently the reason for this had been explained as
merely the ill will of the kulaks, who did not want to
“collectivize” and “liquidate themselves™ in the course
of the grain procurement. Without denying a certain role
to the kulaks in the unleashing of this struggle, one must
acknowledge that to a certain extent the situation was
exacerbated by the clumsy and at times also criminal
activity of the representatives of the state authorities.
Consciously or unconsciously they provoked the inten-
sification of the struggle in the countryside. According to
OGPU [Unified State Political Directorate at the USSR
Soviet of People’s Commissars (1922-1934)], 31 “band-
formations” were operating in Kazakhstan in 1929,
comprising 350 people; in 1930 there were already 82
with 1925 people, and in 1931 80 and 3,192. In addition
to this, during that time 2001 “hostile groups™ with a
total number of 9,906 people were identified during this
time; and an additional 10,396 individual saboteurs
were arrested. As a result of their actions, 460 party and
Soviet workers were killed; 372 hostile anti-Soviet acts
were committed, and there were 127 incidents of burn-
ing grain and crop damage from cattle.

The excesses committed in the course of grain procure-
ment, and the mass discontent of the peasants forced the
authorities to take measures to correct the most flagrant
acts of arbitrariness and violence. In 1930, property
seized from 9,533 average peasant farms in Kazakhstan
was restored, and fines were lifted from another 1,266
farms; 4,073 average peasants were released from prison,
and criminal suits against 2,664 people were dropped;
voting rights were restored to 1,618 people and 1,160
were returned from exile.

At the same time measures were taken to punish the
most zealous grain “procurers.” Brought to justice were
97 authorized representatives, of which 71 were found
guilty. Disbanded because of arbitrary rule and for
taking the law into their own hands were 17 rayi-
spolkoms and rural Soviets. Through the party line 336
persons were subjected to punishment, and of these 50
were fired. The buros of five raykoms, one okrugkom
and seven party cells, were disbanded.

HISTORY, PHILOSOPHY

However, the grain procurement continued under
extraordinary conditions. During the winter of 1930/31,
the localities began to receive new and terrible orders, to
procure the grain “come hell or high water.” At the
February 1931 VKP(b) Kazkraykom Plenum, Kraykom
First Secretary F.1. Goloshchekin said, “We have a new
phenomenon in the present grain procurement cam-
paign—a fear of excesses. But this fear of excesses
conceals the purest form of opportunism...”

How this “opportunism” was to be overcome was
pointed out in a telegram to the okrug committees: “The
party punishment for the excesses, which were necessary
to the success of grain procurement, are to be re-exam-
ined, and the workers are to be rehabilitated. The Okrug
Committees are obligated to ensure complete fulfillment
of the plan without fear of liability.”

This once again “untied the hands™ of the local organs in
the use of extraordinary measures with respect to the
peasantry. And this came at a time when Kazakhstan
stood on the threshold of a catastrophe——mass famine.

The alarming situation affected animal husbandry as
well. Since 1928 there had been a sharp decline in the
number of cattle. The reasons were various: there were
episodes of widespread infectious cattle disease; and
dzhut, which took part of the herds in the winter of
1929/30; and an increase in the demand for meat in the
households, owing to the shortage of grain, and selling
off cattle in connection with the necessity of fulfilling the
plan for grain procurement, which extended to the
nomadic households as well; and the plan for meat
procurement which was increasing from year to year;
and the provocation on the part of the kulaks and
wealthy herdsmen to slaughter their cattle before joining
a kolkhoz. All of these causes contributed to the losses in
their own way; but they all led to the same end—to a
catastrophic reduction in the herd of productive and
working cattle—the basis for well-being and life itself for
the sharua [nomadic herders] and the peasants. How-
ever, the republic leadership saw only one reason for the
coming catastrophe-—the “ill will” of the class enemy.
Thus, all of the blunders in planning for meat procure-
ment, the excesses and mistakes of the responsible
organs, and subjective reasons as well, were reduced to
the pernicious acts of the kulaks and wealthy herdsmen;
and all the responsibility was laid upon the peasantry,
which allegedly provided the grounds for action. This
approach created the conditions for further increasing
pressure on the peasants.

[15 Jan 89 p 3]
[Text]

Part II

The extraordinary measures and administration by
decree continued to undermine peasant production.
There was a reduction in sown crops and herd size;
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drought and fodder-shortage raged, and the procurement
plans remained unrealistically high. The republic was
already starving, but, in response to a cautious request to
the VKP(b) Kazkraykom to lower the plans, signed by
Goloshchekin and Isayev, a telegram came, saying: “The
Central Committee and the Soviet of People’s Commis-
sars [SNK] warn you, that unless a genuine turning point
in surrendering grain is reached in the republic, they will
be forced to resort to measures of repression, similar to
the repressions in the Northern Caucasus. In order for
your to gain a clear understanding of the aforementioned
repressions, we are sending you a copy of the Sevkray-
kom [Northern Caucasus Kray Committee] decree?,
which was adopted in accordance with a directive from
the VKP Central Committee... [Signed] Molotov, SNK
Chairman; I. Stalin, Central Committee Secretary.”

It was precisely in this atmosphere of “extraordinary
measures” in agricultural procurement and “intensifi-
cation of the class struggle” in the villages and auls, that
mass collectivization and settlement of nomadic house-
holds was unfurled in the republic. It is very important to
bear these circumstances in mind, along with the now-
habitual evaluation of both the “effectiveness™ of the
kolkhoz system in comparison with privately-owned
farms, and its socio-political consequences to the fate of
the peasantry as a whole.

We shall now turn to the history of the settlement of the
nomads and collectivization in the republic as yet another
component of the specific historical background against
which the tragic famine of 1931-33 was played out. How-
ever, first we would reiterate the kind of meaning Stalin
and his confederates ascribed to the idea of collectivization
and the goais which they were pursuing at the same time.
As previously stated, at the end of the 1920’s it began to be
interpreted as a form of ensuring that funds were trans-
ferred from the agrarian sector to industry. Such a nar-
rowly utilitarian approach to collectivization, naturally,
clashed with Lenin’s cooperative plan. What was forgotten
were the principles of voluntary participation, and step-
by-step development of cooperation from its simplest to its
highest forms, and the rendering of all-round assistance to
the peasantry. When examining questions of collectiviza-
tion, one must also bear in mind the fact that not all
regions, especially the national regions, were uniformly
prepared for this act.

As previously noted, there were certain development
trends in Kazakhstan’s agriculture during the 1920’s
which gave grounds for optimism. In particular, supply-
sales and production-trade cooperation was being suc-
cessfully developed: there were all sorts of cooperative
work associations—for jointly cultivating the land, hay-
making, pasturing and caring for cattle; for churning
butter and rendering lard;for raising cotton and growing
seeds; and other associations. Also showing dynamic
growth were the highest forms of production coopera-
tion—the kolkhozes. In 1925, kolkhozes of all forms
took in 42,380 households, which was 6.6 percent of the
total number; in 1927, 213,566 (17.7 percent); in 1928,
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318,863 (25.6); and in 1929, 419,456 (32.9 percent): that
is, by the year of the “great turning point,” the level of
cooperation was sufficiently high. But the existing trends
were wholly ascribed to the rate of collectivization
stipulated in the first variant of the five-year plan drawn
up in the spring of 1928.

According to this plan, by the end of the five-year plan
(1932/33), 4.0 percent of the peasant households were to
have been enlisted for the kolkhozes. In 1928 2,354
kolkhozes in Kazakhstan embraced 25,000 households,
or 1.6 percent; that is, over the years of the five-year plan
there was to have been only a twofold increase, which
would have been altogether realistic and would not have
violated the principles of voluntarism and gradualism in
kolkhoz construction, and effective assistance to them
on behalf of the state. However, the final plan envisaged
collectivization of 16-18 percent of the households
already. The radical increase in rate was explained, first
of all, by the well-known successes in the kolkhoz system;
and secondly, by the striving to ensure more rapid and
effective transfer of funds to industry and guarantee
export deliveries. In fact, in 1929 4,876 kolkhozes in
Kazakhstan had already brought in 87,900 households,
or 6.9 percent; that is, the initial variant of the collectiv-
ization plan for the five-year plan was overfulfilled in a
year by almost a factor of two. Similar processes had
taken place in other regions of the country as well.

However, not even the significant leap in the rate of kolkhoz
creation in 1929 could have ensured fulfillment of the
five-year plan for collectivization on a voluntary basis (In
order to implement the plan, it would have been necessary
to expand the number of collectivized households twice or
three-times over). The unrealistic nature of the plan, thus,
had already laid the groundwork for the forced method of
collectivization, and had programmed the future excesses
and distortions in kolkhoz construction.

The state of affairs was exceptionally complex in the
cattle-herding and grazing areas. Settlement of the
nomads had only just begun: by 1929 only a little over
50,000 nomadic households had been given land, which
amounted to 7.5 percent of their total number. In 1930 it
was envisaged that an additional 84,340 nomadic house-
holds would have been settled. However, this was not
sufficient for the planned rates of collectivization.
Goloshchekin understood this, just as he understood
that the aul with its still extant patriarchal-family rela-
tionships, its backwardness and lack of culture, was
totally unable to immediately take the step to the highest
form of agriculture and cooperative farm—the kolk-
hoz—without going through a period of general-demo-
cratic transformations.

* But Goloshchekin was an obedient executor of the will of

Stalin. If need be he was prepared to turn the problem
completely upside down. Hence there followed the con-
ception, that settlement was not to precede collectiviza-
tion, but the other way around—total collectivization
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was to become the stimulus for settlement. Under his
influence, the December 1929 VKP(b) Kazkraykom Ple-
num, which examined the question of the five-year plan
for kolkhoz construction, wrote that, ‘it is necessary to
..Stimulate in every way the collectivization of cattle-
raising farms at the very same rate as for grain
farms...having in mind the embrasure of not only the
grain-growing regions, but also the animal husbandry and
cotton-growing regions, having established a rate of col-
lectivization designed to fully embrace the population in
the course of one year.” (Emphasis ours—Authors).

The administrative rage was not even cooled by the
VKP(b) Central Committee Politburo resolution of 5
January 1930, “On the Rate of Collectivization and
Measures of State Assistance to Kolkhoz Construction,”
which stipulated completion of collectivization in
Kazakhstan by the end of the five-year plan, in 1932-33.

Although this resolution stepped up even more the rate
of collectivization in comparison to the five-year plan (It
became necessary to unite not just 16-18 percent of the
households, but fully 100 percent), it did however pro-
vide a kind of temporary chance to systematize the work
on kolkhoz construction. But the unhealthy competition,
campaign-style operations and shock work had already
flogged collectivization to death. In January 1930, 24.5
percent of all households in the republic had been
collectivized; in February, 26 percent; in March 45.1;
and in April, 51.3 percent.

Not only were the already-too-high rates of collectiviza-
tion just adopted violated, but the forms of kolkhoz
construction as well. It became a common occurrence to
strive for maximum socialization of peasant property in
the course of organizing kolkhozes. It was reported from
Zatobolskiy Rayon in Kustanay Okrug that, “In the
majority of kolkhozes, cattle and sheep were totally
socialized, and in a number of kolkhozes the socializa-
tion extended even further—to the poultry and even to
melon and cucumber seed and the like.”

All of this aroused serious dissatisfaction among the
peasants. In many regions, as early as January 1930, a
mass exodus from the kolkhozes began, and the people
spoke out against the chaotic methods of kolkhoz con-
struction. The entire cause of collectivization was threat-
ened, as well as the very basis of the Soviet State—the
union of the working class and the peasantry.

Under these conditions, the leadership, headed by Sta-
lin, decided to somehow bring the most painful problems
under control. On 20 February 1930 a special Central
Committee resolution was issued: “On Collectivization
and the Struggle with the Kulaks in the Backward
National Economic Regions,” in which the local party
organizations were warned against distortions in the
national policy in kolkhoz construction, unjustified
acceleration of the collectivization rate, leapfrogging the
lower forms of cooperation, and the spread of repressive
measures to the middle class of the peasantry. In early
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March the Regulations on Agricultural Artels was pub-
lished, as well as an article by Stalin, “Mind-boggling
Successes,” and a resolution of the VKP(b) Central
Committee, “On the Struggle with Distortion of the
Party Line in the Kolkhoz Movement.” This played a
certain positive role. Many people attended the meetings
in the auls and villages, called to explain to the workers
the party’s decision on questions of collectivization, and
the measures taken to eliminate excesses. A process of
stabilization of the kolkhoz movement began in the
republic; kolkhozes created by force were dissolved, and
many collective farms, especially in the grazing regions,
were reorganized under the initial form of cooperation.
Whereas in April 1930 collectivization had embraced
51.3 percent of the peasant households, by the end of
1930 this indicator had fallen to 36 percent, and among
the animal-herding households it fell to 15 percent. It
was highly characteristic that in the course of correcting
the shortcomings, 20,000 peasants expressed their desire
to enter the kolkhozes voluntarily. Funds were allocated
to strengthen the material base of the kolkhozes, and
loans were granted for seed.

Incidentally, no in-depth analysis of the reason for the
distortions and excesses was ever conducted. Stalin
placed all the blame on local officials, and the VKP(b)
Kazkraykom followed the same line. The cost of such a
policy was revealed very soon: as early as the February
1931 Kazkraykom plenum, the goal was set to “ensure
further transition to a higher stage of collectivizatio-
n...and to place the stronger TOZ’s under the regulations
of the agricultural artels.” A new race for “envelopment”
was begun, which led to the situation in which by the end
of 1931, 65 percent had already been collectivized; and
by April 1932, 73.9 percent of the households were
enveloped, while at the same time collectivization of the
Kazakh aul population amounted to 71.2 percent. Just as
before, the predominant methods of kolkhoz-building
were administrative pressure, threats and repression.

It is altogether natural that collectivization—having
come to life through the “gate of exceptional circum-
stances,” in grain and meat procurement, in conditions
of the sharp struggle with the kulaks, and with the
continual use of force and naked administrative-com-
mand methods of kolkhoz-building—proceeded with
great difficulty and was accompanied by many excesses
and distortion.

All these things could not but have a most ruinous effect
on the development of agriculture in the republic. From
1928 through 1932 inclusive, cultivated land shrank by
nearly 400,000 hectares; the average harvest declined
from 6.5 to 4.5 cwt per hectare; and the gross grain
harvest from 24.8 million cwt to 15.1 million cwt. The
size of the cattle herd for these years also declined for
various reasons, from 40.5 to 5.3 million head; that is, by
a factor of eight. And after all, for a nomad, his livestock
means everything: clothes, and housing, and food. This
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undermined the productive forces of the countryside and
the aul, and millions of people were deprived of the
everyday basis for their existence.

The impoverishment and distortions in the course of the
procurement campaigns, in the struggle with the kulaks,
and the administrative bungling in kolkhoz-building
drove the peasant farmers and livestock keepers to the
most desperate acts. In the years 1931-32 there were
frequent armed peasant uprisings, which the kulaks and
wealthy herdsmen skillfully exploited. But the over-
whelming majority of the peasants did not, even in this
extreme situation, wish to take up arms against the
power which they themselves had won and had defended
in the course of the revolution and the civil war. They
chose a passive form of protest against the oppression
and injustices—they emigrated.

We have come to the most dramatic moment in the
history of collectivization in Kazakhstan—the mass
flight of peasants from their native localities and herds-
men from livestock-raising regions, and the famine
which struck the republic’s populace in 1931-1933.
Every person’s life is unique and dear. But here death cut
down entire auls, villages and rayons, and it gathered its
evil tribute from both children and the old.

Here are several telegrams and reports sent from the
localities to the party and Soviet organs: “All the auls of
the region have been seized by starvation,” a telegram
from Ushtobe stated in February 1932. “Three auls near
Lake Balkhash have disintegrated. In the remaining six
administrative auls, out of 4,417 households only 2,260
remain, of which 63 percent are starving. The remainder
of the populace is in great need. The starvation began in
the first days of December 1931. According to imprecise
data, no less than 600 people starved to death. Starving
people are trying to eat horses’ hooves, and the refuse
from abattoirs...”

“According to available data,” it was noted in a report
from the OGPU KazPP of 4 August 1932, “the food
situation in Atbasarskiy Rayon has become extremely
acute. Mass incidents of swelling and death by starvation
are observed. From 1 April through 24 July, 111 cases of
death were registered; of these, 43 occurred in July.”

The famine embraced not only not only those who fled,
states a note from the KASSR SNK [Kazakh SSR Soviet
of People’s Commissars], but also “nearly 100,000
Kazakh households in the nomadic regions, who still
remained in their localities. Massive illness and death
has been observed among the Kazakh populace.”

Children who had lost their parents were in an especially
difficult situation. Tens of thousands of orphans starved
to death. On 7 August 1932, the KASSR SNK estab-
lished that while eliminating “child neglect, by 1 August
25,222 children out of 31,993 were provided services;
that is, 80 percent. However, services to children’s
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institutions on the part of the narkomats [people’s com-
missariats] and the kray and oblast organizations was
found to be extremely unsatisfactory.”

There was starvation not only in the auls, but also in the
villages, kishlaks, settlements and towns of Kazakhstan.
In Aktyubinsk, for example, during the spring and sum-
mer of 1932, 173 people died from emaciation and
dysentery in May, 208 in June, 320 in July, and 450 in
August.

Workers at new construction projects in Kazakhstan also
suffered from hunger, which was expressed in the excep-
tional “turnover” of cadres. For example, out of 37,772
mine workers in Karaganda in 1932, 33,865 people
“were replaced.” Things were especially tight for the
“special resettlers.” In 1933 there were 7,545 here. Here
is what V.D. Zatsepin, an experienced miner from Kara-
ganda who worked underground for 37 years, and wears
the Order of Lenin and Labor Red Banner, remembers of
those days: His family, in which there were 6 children
(and two horses, two bulls and two cows) was “un-
kulaked™ and sent to Karaganda to work in the mines.
“We lived in a dug-out hole in the ground, in cold and
hunger, when the typhus epidemic mowed the people
down. Entire families died out. The corpses were laid out
in piles in the snow until spring, for no one had the
strength to dig up the frozen ground” (INDUSTRIAL-
NAYA KARAGANDA, 8 May 1988).

These victims have been a nagging pain in the people’s
memory for over a half-century now. And it is no
accident that it is namely this that is especially upsetting
to society today. However the feeling of protest at times
leads to unhealthy competition amoung certain authors
who take it upon themselves to write or to appear on TV
and radio on these topics, where for greater effect they
set about blasphemously juggling increasingly horrible
figures of victims.

Thus, the assertion in the Alma Ata weekly, GORI-
ZONT, of 16 July 1988, that as a result of the famine
“half the nation, over three million people, died,” is
completely unproven. The position of Zh. Abylkhozhin
and M. Tatimov in LENINSKAYA SMENA of 19 Octo-
ber 1988 appears to be better argued. But even in their
calculations (“...Direct losses from famine, epidemics
and other deprivations amount to about 1,700,000
people™), one is immediately struck by the fact that while
explaining the overall reduction of the Kazakh popula-
tion in the years 1926-1939, they are all-—those who died
from natural causes, and those who fled to other regions
or abroad—included among those who perished from
hunger.

Today of course, after many decades, it is impossible to
calculate the losses of that time with absolute accuracy;
not one single archive, to include the previously secret
sources, contains complete, systematized data on those
who fled, and on the famine. It was necessary to gather
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information literally by fragments. These are bitter statis-
tics: behind every line stand the thousands and hundreds of
thousands of those who perished in the years of famine or
were forced to flee their native land. Realizing the respon-
sibility imposed upon us by their memory, we have striven
to provide an honest analysis of the most reliable data from
all the sources available to us. At the same time, naturally,
under no circumstances can we consider it “truth of the last
instance,” inasmuch as this page of history deserves further
research work by scholars.

Among the specific sources which were pressed into
service as source materials, one should cite first of all the
correspondence between the Kazkraykom and the
VKP(b) Central Committee, by Goloshchekin and Stalin
and by the republic and union-level Soviet and economic
organs; statistical information from Gosplan and the
Kazakh Central Statistical Administration, and from
individual people’s commissariats—for agriculture and
health care; OGPU data in the form of operational
reports sent to the party organs; notes, telegrams and
reports from local party and Soviet organs and organi-
zations; decisions and resolutions of Plenums and Kazk-
raykom buros and preparatory materials for them; letters
and complaints from communists and non-party mem-
bers; reports and accounts by authorized representatives
on procurement and collectivization.

Because of our concern for maximum objectivity, we
propose the following to the readers for a logical course
of discussion.

We begin with the general demographic picture, with the
size of the population at that period. The most reliable
data comes from the census of 1926 and 1939. According
to materials of 1926, the population of Kazakhstan
consisted of 6,062,910 people, of which 3,496,136 (or
57.6 percent) were Kazakhs; according to the 1939
census, there were 6,093,507 people living in the repub-
lic, of which 2,315,532 (or 38 percent) were Kazakhs.
Here two facts call attention to themselves—the stability
of the overall population numbers since the last census;
and the sharp decline in the Kazakh population—by
1,181,000 people.

The stability is explained by the fact that in the 1930’s
many workers and their families came here from other
regions in connection with the industrialization of the
republic and organized recruitment. And the reduction
in the indigenous population—that is indeed testimony
to the famine and the flight which Kazakhstan experi-
enced in the early 1930’s.

Of course, the Kazakh nomadic population suffered the
most from the famine. However it is a well-established
fact that representatives of other nationalities also died
of starvation. For example, during these years the num-
ber of Uygurs in Kazakhstan was reduced by almost half;,
Dungans by 25 percent; Uzbeks by 20.5; Ukrainians by
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3.4 percent. There were also significant losses among the
Russian rural population of Kazakhstan, which were
then covered by the influx of workers.

But these were general, approximate figures. Let us turn to
information from KASSR Gosplan on the movement of the
rural population in the years 1930-33. According to these
data, the republic’s population began to ebb in 1930, when
121,200 people departed; in 1931 the outflow amounted to
1,074,000 people; and from April to the end of 1932,
another 292,000 people left, for a total of 1,487,200 people.
But, as noted in the document, these data reflect the
situation in only 38 rayons out of 70. It is also well-known
that on the whole the demographic deficit in rural popula-
tion in Kazakhstan in 1933 amounted to 2,498,500 people
as compared with 1930, or 58.5 percent of the republic’s
entire peasant population.

The data on the flight of the Kazakh populace is more or
less complete. According to data of the KASSR SNK, in
mid-1932 more than “300,000 households™ had fled the
republic, which amounted to 1.2 to 1.5 million people.

In order to double-check these figures, let us once again
turn to the popular census of 1926 and 1939. Let us try
to reconstruct the demographic situation among the
Kazakh population with respect to the years 1930-33.
Knowing the initial figures from the census, one can
calculate that by 1930 3.9 million Kazakhs were living in
the republic, and in 1933, 2.1 million; that is, there was
a reduction of 1.8 million people. Of course these data
are also of a relatively inexact nature, inasmuch as they
do not take into consideration certain variable demo-
graphic factors.

We have, nevertheless, grounds to assert that the number
of Kazakhs in the republic decreased by approximately
1.8 million people and the majority of these consisted of
refugees. Representatives of other nationalities made up
for an additional 700,000 people in the overall deficit in
the rural populace.

A great many people fled from the traditional livestock-
raising regions of Central Kazakhstan. In 1933 there
were only 46,000 households remaining in these 15
rayons, whereas in 1930 there were more than 137,000.
The people fled to the Volga Basin, to the Northern
Caucasus and the Transcaucasus; they reached the cen-
tral regions of the country, moving to the Urals, to
Siberia, to the Altay and the republics of Central Asia.
About 100,000 households went abroad—to Mongolia,
China (about 70,000 households fled to Xinjiang alone),
and to Afghanistan, Iran and Turkey.

[17 Jan 89 p 4]
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Part HI

And so, we have more or less accurately established that
during the years 1930-1933 the Kazakh populace in the
republic decreased by 1.8 million people and the vast
majority consisted of refugees. We shall now attempt to
determine the “surplus death rate” of the populace,
which will also give us the true dimensions of the
tragedy.

During the winter of 1932/33 when the famine began to
abate and measures had been taken to provide food aid
to the starving, 228,200 people returned to Kazakhstan
from other regions of the Union. Hopefully we can
exclude these people from the tragic statistics of irrecon-
cilable losses. But at that time far from all the refugees
had returned to the republic.

In order to find out how many people managed to
survive the famine, in other regions, one can also com-
pare the data on the number of Kazakhs living outside
the boundaries of Kazakhstan in 1930 and 1933.

In 1930 the number living outside the republic
amounted to 468,000 people, and by 1933 the number
had risen to 727,000; that is, an increase of 259,000
people occurred. These are namely the ones who man-
aged to save their lives.

One would like to think that those who fled abroad also
remained among the living—they amounted to 400-
500,000 people. This hope is inspired by the fact that
between 1960 and 1963, 355,000 people returned to
Kazakhstan from China—the refugees of 1930-1932 and
their descendants.

We shall now sum up certain of the results of the tragedy.
Taking into consideration all the aforementioned fac-
tors, one can establish that among the Kazakh populace,
1,050,000 to 1,100,000 people lost their lives in the
famine of 1931-1933. An additional 200-250,000 vic-
tims of the famine were found among the other nation-
alities in the republic. Such is the price the people paid
for the administrative rage of the functionaries who were
trying to gain favor.

We have shown the mechanism and the pitiful results of
the Kazakh tragedy. But one cannot help describing the
efforts of those people who, in such complex conditions,
tried to overcome it or alleviate the consequences of this
universal sorrow; who were not afraid to raise the voice
of truth, when at the same time the highest official
organs were hushing up the true state of affairs or trying
to shift the blame onto the lower echelons.

The very first acts of administrative tyranny, excesses
and gross distortions caused a stream of telegrams,
letters and statements from the workers to flow to the
party and Soviet organs. As early as 1930, the Central
Complaint Bureau of the People’s Commissariat,
Kazakh RKI [Workers’ and Peasants’ Inspectorate
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(1920-1934)] had received more than 17,000. Many of
those who appealed wrote of their personal misfortunes.
But there also were those who posed the problem in
much broader terms, and rang the alarm bell not for
themselves, but for the universal calamity, and proposed
specific measures to correct the situation.

The attention of the public in the republic is especially
drawn today to the letters of both the ordinary people
and prominent figures of Kazakhstan—T. Ryskulov, U.
Isayev, G. Musrepov and others. Unfortunately it is not
possible to present the complete text of the letters in a
newspaper article; therefore, we shall publish their basic
content.

On 21 February Nurgali Dusenbinov, a resident of Aul
No 4, Maksimogorkovskiy Rayon, East Kazakhstan
Oblast, appealed to M.1. Kalinin. He bluntly described
how certain party-soviet officials and authorized agents
took bribes; and “If a certain person did not want to pay
the bribe, whether he was a poor [bednyak] or an average
[serednyak] peasant—he would be deprived of his vote,
his property would be confiscated, and he would be
declared a kulak.” Hence the poverty, the hunger, and
the reason for fleeing, the author concludes. In conclu-
sion he asks: “l. Take urgent measures to halt the
starvation; let the state supply food to the populace; 2.
All those officials (of local organs)...who are engaging in
plundering and bribe-taking, who are spoiling the social-
ist restructuring of agriculture, must be subjected to
severe criminal liability, as enemies of the proletarian
revolution...”

In June 1932, 1.V. Kolomiets, a party member since
1920 and a worker on the Krasnookyabrskiy Sovkhoz in
Dzhetygarinskiy Rayon, sent a letter to Stalin. He wrote
about shortcomings at his sovkhoz, about local excesses
in kolkhoz building and grain procurement; about the
famine; about the difficult situation of the villagers; and
about the necessity for change in the style of party-soviet
work. At the end of the letter he stressed, “...You know,
I am not an enemy of the party of Lenin. I am one among
the many who have spared no effort and have dedicated
their lives to Lenin’s ideals.”

On 4 July 1932, aletter from a group of communists—G.
Musrepov, M. Gataullin, M. Davletgaliyev, Ye. Altyn-
bekov and K. Kuanyshev (“The Letter of Five’)—
arrived at the VKP(b) Kazkraykom, criticizing the gross
mistakes in the administration of agriculture and the
excesses in socialist restructuring of the Kazakh auls.
The letter pointed out in particular that the catastrophic
reduction in the herd size was caused by “leftist” devi-
ations, by the display of “our inability to inspire confi-
dence in the average peasant and explain the actual
policy of the party and the government, that the collec-
tivized associations coincide with the interests of the
herdsmen themselves, and are at the same time a volun-
tary matter...””; and our underestimation of individual
and public interest of the peasants in collectivization.
The authors expressed doubts about the “continuing




JPRS-UPA-89-022
6 April 1989

silence on questions of the catastrophic reduction of the
herd size and the famine which has embraced many
rayons with a massive death rate..., which are arousing
the people’s suspicions and are causing them to have
second thoughts about the seriousness of these break-
downs.”

They spoke frankly about the fact that the Kazkraykom
had poor control over the localities, that under its roof
flourished “obvious deceivers, compilers of inflated
plans, people who are incapable of heading up the
specific work entrusted to them;” and sharply criticized
those who “having made certain sacrifices in the class
struggle, take consolation from that...and follow the line
of least resistance, without overcoming the difficulties,”
and in this manner are committing a crime.

In August 1932, U. Isayev, a member of the VKP(b)
Kazkraykom Buro and chairman of the KazASSR Soviet
of People’s Commissars, sent a letter to Stalin. The letter
disclosed the entire complex of problems associated with
the procurement campaigns, the collectivization and the
starvation in Kazakhstan. He wrote: “In 10-12 rayons of
Central Kazakhstan a significant portion of the populace
is starving. According to approximate data, 10-15,000
people starved to death in the spring of this year. The
mass exodus, the flight to other krays and republics,
which became especially intense in 1931, has not ceased
to this day. In many Kazakh rayons, in comparison with
1929, less than half of the population is left. The total
number of peasant households in the kray is now less
than in 1931, by 23-25 percent. Starving Kazakhs and
their homeless children are gathering together around
industrial enterprises and sovkhozes in Semipalatinsk
and Aktyubinsk Rayons and at railroad stations; they are
engaging in theft, are laying siege to kolkhoz fields and
are cutting off heads of grain. The hunger, the concen-
tration and the dirt were soil for the spread of epidemics
(smallpox, dysentery and so on).”

The author saw the reason for the disasterous situation
in the kray in the distortion of party policy, which was
expressed “in forced collectivization, in the mandatory
socialization of all cattle, and in the use of out-and-out
arbitrariness in the practice of caring for livestock. ... The
Kraykom has not been decisive enough in correcting
these distortions, and was more inclined to believe (and
wanted to believe) that the Kazakhs decided en masse to
join the kolkhozes, and that only wealthy herdsmen and
nationalists were opposed to collectivization. The spirit
of 100-percent, immediate collectivization of the aul
hovered over the Kraykom itself. Therefore, its proper
solution for correcting the excesses remained on paper
only...

“The situation created in the aul is to a significant degree
connected with the mistakes and shortcomings of the
party organization and its leadership. The basic errors
are: crazy leftist ideas, the campaign mentality, lack of
necessary self-criticism, glossing over shortcomings, and
embellishment of the true situation (deception)...
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“The desire to outdo the pace of the neighboring rayons
and get to socialism faster has led to administratively
complete collectivization in the Kazakh auls. ...Does the
Kray leadership have a clear understanding of the situ-
ation created in the auls? I maintain that, unfortunately,
they do not. Hence the measures outlined below, which
are actually capable of correcting the situation.

“My proposals:

“1. Present the report of the Kazkraykom to the Central
Committee (after preliminary investigation), and derive
a comprehensive solution, which points to the miscalcu-
lations and basic tasks of the Kazakhstan organization,
chiefly on the part of developing the Kazakh aul. Such a
decision will have enormous significance; it will stir up
and mobilize the entire party organization and all the
workers of Kazakhstan to overcome the difficulties and
to correct the shortcomings...

*2. Animal husbandry must occupy a central position in
the Central Committee decision...” The letter goes on to
provide a full-scale program for its restoration. Points
3-5 concern rendering assistance to the starving people
and the refugees. Points 6 and 7 speak of building up
party-political work among the masses, strengthening the
aul party organizations, training and assisting the auls
with cadres of specialists.

“8. We cannot, of course, lay all the blame for our
shortcomings on someone else. Here the whole buro of
the Kraykom is guilty. I personally bear a certain amount
of responsibility for the shortcomings and mistakes at
the Kraykom and all of our work in Kazakhstan, for I am
the leading official in Kazakhstan. But, in order to
decisively restructure the work and strengthen the lead-
ership, the leadership of the Kraykom must be re-staffed
and renewed. The special role of the first secretary is
common knowledge. I personally believe that Comrade
Goloshchekin...will not have sufficient power for a deci-
sive turnabout on the basis of severe criticism of the
mistakes, both those of the Kraykom and his own.”

Isayev was a child of his times. He know to whom he was
writing; therefore neither from him nor from any other
Kazakh authors do we find any criticism of Stalin and
his “line.” However, hardly anything was solved by such
criticism until recently. This was not their fault, but their
misfortune.

Of course, Isayev himself, along with Goloshchekin are
personally responsible for the catastrophe which took
place in Kazakhstan. But he did not decline to share the
blame with other members of the kraykom.

The letters of T. Ryskulov provide a vivid picture of the
situation which evolved in the republic. We know of
three appeals which he made to the leading party
organs—two to Stalin and one to L. Mirzoyan at the
Kazkraykom, which is a copy of notes on a report to the
VKP(b) Central Committee.
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In his letter of 29 September 1932, Ryskulov, “acknowl-
edging the importance of the Central Committee resolu-
tion of 17 September 1932 on animal husbandry in
Kazakhstan,” proposes supplementing them with spe-
cific measures, which on the whole can be reduced to
restoring the size of the herd somehow: to return a
portion of the socialized cattle and sheep to the kolkhoz-
niks; to assist the populace with cattle from the sovkhoz
system and by virtue of state procurement in other
regions of the country; to purchase “in neighboring
eastern countries (Western China and others), one mil-
lion head of sheep per year, for distribution among the
Kazakh populace,” which they will subsequently return
to the state. He also proposed that “the krays and
republics contiguous to Kazakhstan, to which Kazakhs
have immigrated, be obligated to furnish them housing,
provide work to the able-bodied, and provide food
assistance from local resources.”

A note of 31 January 1933 analyzes the blunders of the
planning organs with respect to sown areas in the
nomadic rayons, and points out that medical services to
the public in these rayons is poorly organized.

A letter of 9 March 1933 is much more detailed. It
provides vivid examples of the pitiful situation of the
populace and boldly discloses, in a principled manner,
the excesses and distortions in collectivization and set-
tlement of the nomads, and the distortion of national
policy.

Here are a few excerpts from that letter:

“1. Data on the scale of the flight of Kazakhs and their
situation: Kazakhs who have fled to krays bordering on
Kazakhstan: to the Middle Volga, 40,000; to Kirghizia,
100,000; to Western Siberia, 50,000; to Karakalpakia,
20,000; and to Central Asia, 30,000 people. Refugees
were found in even such far-off places as Kalmykia,
Tajikistan, the Northern Kray, and others. A part of the
population, led by wealthy herdsmen, fled to Western
China...

“But the worst result of these flights and the shattering of
the Kazakh households are famine and epidemics...”

According to data from local organs, in Turgayskiy and
Batbakarinskiy Rayons, 20-30 percent of the populace
died out, and a large portion of the remaining pepulace
fled. In Chelkarskiy Rayon in a number of aul soviets
30-35 percent of the populace died...

“2. Reduction in the herd size. ...According to data from
the nationwide cattle census in February 1932 (data was
double-checked), out of 40 million head of cattle in
1928/29, up to the moment of the census 5,397,000 head
remained in Kazakhstan; that is, there was an 85.5
percent reduction...”
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The letter concludes with suggestions on providing for
the refugees, on systematic settiement of the nomadic
population; and on rendering them assistance.

All of the letters cited above corroborate one another and
beat on the same point—they demand drawing serious
lessons from what happened, and taking energetic mea-
sures to overcome the consequences of the national
catastrophe.

The reactions of the Kazkraykom to such letters and
suggestions were exclusively negative. In response to the
letter from [.B. Kolomiyts, Chief of the Kraykom Orga-
nizational Instruction Department A.G. Diskontov
introduced the following resolution: “To send a special
responsible official to expose the political physiognomy
of the person submitting the statement.”

Testifying to the manner in which they “exposed” sim-
ilar appellants, is the story of another letter. Several days
after G. Musrepov, M. Gataullin, M. Davletgaliyev, Ye.
Altynbekov and K. Kuanyshev appealed to the kraykom,
they were summoned to the VKP(b) KrayKK [Kray
Control Commission] which demanded that they retract
their statement and acknowledge that it was erroneous
and dangerous. On 15 July at a joint session of the
Kazkraykom Buro and the KrayKK Presidium, a reso-
lution was adopted which stated that the authors of the
letter were ““subject to a pessimistic mood, and fell under
the influence of right-wing opportunist and nationalistic
elements, which was reflected in the document submit-
ted to the Kray Committee on 4 July.”

It is well that they were satisfied with their “repentance.”

Applying methods of pressure and “exposure,” Golosh-
chekin blocked the criticism addressed to him and to the
kraykom. “Goloshchekin interpreted any allusion to the
kray leadership as someone’s desire to unseat the lead-
ership by means of making its mistakes public.” Viola-
tion of collective leadership, suppression of criticism,
slighting adherence to principle—all of these were char-
acteristic of Goloshchekin,

While Kazkraykom first secretary from 1925 to 1933, he
devoted a great deal of attention to the growth of the
party nuclei in the villages and auls, the activization of
local Soviets, the rooting of the Soviet and economic
apparat, and enlisting the broad working masses for
socialist construction. A certain amount of success was
achieved in those years in the socialist industrialization
of Kazakhstan,

At the same time, during the period of collectivization he
committed major blunders and unforgivable mistakes,
which led to tragic consequences. He was unable to
critically analyze his own activity, or to listen to the
advice of his colleagues, nor would he give heed to the
communists and the working masses. He saw the reason
for the tragedy which burst out in the republic only in
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enemy intrigues, the backwardness of the aul, and ““dis-
tortions of the party line and the policy of Soviet rule by
the aul party-soviet organs;” that is, the minor function-
aries were to blame for everything and...the suffering
peasants and herdsmen themselves as well. He also
promoted a “theory” on the fact that the excesses and
distortions were natural, and proceeded from the laws of
the class struggle; that in socialist construction losses are
inevitable.

Of course, other members of the Kazkraykom buro also
bore a certain amount of responsibility for these distor-
tions: Ye. Yernazarov, KazTsIK [Kazakh Central Exec-
utive Committee] chairman; U.D. Isayev, KazASSR
SNK chairman; .M. Kuramysov, Kraykom second sec-
retary; L.B. Roshal, Kraykom secretary (later replaced by
S.T. Golyudov); and U.D. Kulumbetov, deputy chair-
man, KazASSR SNK.

Only in connection with the obvious failures and the
critical situation which had taken shape in Kazakhstan,
the VKP(b) Central Committee adopted a resolution on
17 September 1932: “On the Agriculture, and Particu-
larly Animal Husbandry of Kazakhstan,” and on 21
January 1933 relieved F.I. Goloshchekin from the post
of first secretary, Kazkray party committee. L.I. Mirzo-
yan, a prominent party and state figure, was sent to
Kazakhstan, along with a large group of experienced
party officials.

The 6th Plenum of the Kazkraykom, VKP(b), was held
in July 1933. The speakers sharply criticized Goloshche-
kin’s defective work style. Miscalculations in the rates,
means and forms of collectivization, especially in the
nomadic and semi-nomadic regions of Kazakhstan, were
“largely the result of the gross political errors and dis-
tortions committed by the kray committee,” it was
stated at the plenum. Ignoring Lenin’s principles of
peasant cooperation and failure to consider the unique
productive activity and way of life of the nomadic
population lay at the root of these mistakes.

In spite of the acute food situation in the country, upon
the decision of the union government, the republic began
to receive significant assistance. During the period from
mid-September 1932 through 1 December 1934, more
than 5,000,000 cwt of food grain was sent here; in 1933
and 1934 the peasants were sent 956,600 head of cattle.
By 1935, the total amount of state expenditures just for
settling the Kazakh nomadic population exceeded 350
million rubles.

The emergency measures helped hold off mass starva-
tion. But enormous amounts of time and effort were
required to finally overcome the crisis.

In summing up this historical excursion into the dra-
matic situation in the 1930’s, we wish to stress that, no
matter how heavy the cost of the mistakes of the past,
they must be studied objectively and calmly. Today we
understand that the prerequisites and the mechanism for
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the Kazakhstan tragedy in general outline were typical
for the entire country. As is well-known, during these
same years, as a result of a severe crop failure and
administrative blunders, a fierce famine raged also
through the Ukraine, the Volga Basin, the Urals and
Central Asia. Death reaped its terrible harvest there too.
But the tragedy had its own specific, terrible features for
every nation.

Does all of this mean that the agrarian transformations
begun then were following the wrong guideposts? In our
view, no. The mass famine, the oppression and the flight
of the herdsmen and the peasants from their land were
not the direct consequences of the settlement of the
nomadic populace and collectivization in Kazakhstan.
They were born of violation of Lenin’s principle of
cooperation, of excesses, of administrative-command
methods, and of ignoring the local conditions and pecu-
liarities of the region. And although these deformations
did not permit our agriculture to fully display its socialist
advantages and capabilities, there is no doubt that on the
whole the kolkhoz system has withstood the test of time.
It is a historical fact, that on the basis of collectivization,
new production relationships took shape in the agrarian
sector and significant social achievements were made.
The transition from the nomadic to a settled way of life
and collective forms of farm management permitted the
Kazakh herdsmen and the entire Kazakh people to climb
to a higher stage of socio-economic development, and to
tear themselves away from the path of the patriarchal-
feudal vestiges of the past.

The kolkhoz system possesses the potential for a renais-
sance and development on the basis of Lenin’s principles
of the cooperative movement, which indeed is envisaged
in the contemporary agrarian policy of the CPSU. And
here the principal historical lesson of the early 1930’s is
extremely important—Agrarian policy must not permit
any kind of coercion over the peasant; rather, it must
enlist his cooperation through a combination of social
and personal interest.

As V.I. Lenin bequested, “Under no circumstances com-
mand the peasants!”

Footnotes

1. B. Tulepbayev is director of the Institute on Party
History at the Kazakh CP Central Committee; he is an
academician at the Kazakh SSR Academy of Sciences,
and an associate member of the USSR Academy of
Sciences. V. Osipov is a section chief at the Institute on
Party History at the Kazakh CP Central Committee, and
holds the degree of candidate of historical sciences.

2. In accordance with this resolution, a number of
stanitsas were placed on the “black list;”” shipment of
goods to them were stopped; debts were called to account
ahead of time; and over 20,000 people were arrested and
accused of sabotage.
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1937 Ostracism of BSSR Party Official, Suicide
Detailed

18000557 Minsk SOVETSKAYA BELORUSSIYA

in Russian 12 Jan 89 p 3

[Article under the “History Without ‘Blank Spots™
rubric by D. Pochanin, doctor of historical sciences,
professor: ““I Have Nothing To Hide™’]

[Text] The 16th Congress of the Belorussian Communist
Party, which was held in Minsk on 10-19 June 1937,
proceeded under complex conditions. A businesslike
discussion of the problems confronting it in many cases
was replaced by non-objective arguments about
“intrigues” and the “exposure” of so-called “‘enemies of
the people.” When one becomes acquainted with the
materials of this congress, one clearly sees that the
situation therein was tense and oppressive. This was
described to me by the following presently flourishing
delegates to that congress: Comrades F.I. Dadiomova
(CPSU member since 1927), 1.G. Gerchikov (CPSU
member since 1927), and K.M. Rakhuto (CPSU member
since 1926).

Particularly strong attacks were made in certain speeches
by delegates against A.G. Chervyakov, a member of the
Belorussian CP(b) Central Committee Buro and chair-
man of the Belorussian SSR TsIK [Central Executive
Committee]. Many notes were received by the presidium
expressing a lack of political trust in A.G. Chervyakov.
Here are some of them:

“I would like to put the following question to Comrade
Chervyakov as one of Belorussia’s old, important offi-
cials who has seen with his own eyes our class enemies
doing their villainous deeds. Why has he not taken
measures against these enemies? Obviously, in certain
matters he himself was solidly with them, blindly trusted
rogues and national-democrats who turned out to be
Polish spies, and promoted them to important
positions.”

“To Comrade Sharangovich. Tell us: Have Chervyakov’s
political profile and his involvement with all hostile,
counterrevolutionary organizations been checked up
on?”

“To Comrade Sharangovich. Answer the following ques-
tion: How has Chervyakov been exposing the party’s
enemies?”

Many analogous notes were submitted. And Chervya-
kov’s name was mentioned more than once in the
speeches by the delegates.

A.G. Chervyakov made a speech at the morning session
on 14 June 1937. He said the following in particular:

“As a member of the Belorussian CP(b) Central Com-
mittee Buro occupying an important position in the
Central Executive Committee of the USSR and Soviet
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Belorussia, I bear responsibility for grave shortcomings
in the work of the Central Committee Buro and the
government, and for the fact that we overlooked some
enemies of the people....”

After A.G. Chervyakov’s speech the attacks by certain
delegates against him intensified even more.

Here are some excerpts from their speeches:

“Take Comrade Chervyakov, for example. During the
checkup on party documents he failed to expose a single
person. I am not satisfied with the stance taken by
Chervyakov....”

“...We are entitled to demand from Comrade Chervya-
kov not merely an enumeration of his errors in the
past.... We demand that he speak out and expose people
for us, that he help us to completely root out persons
who, even now, in all probability, are hiding within our
party.”

“...The following circumstance seems dubious to me—
extremely assiduous work by Comrade Chervyakov to
maintain his own authority among certain strata of the
intelligentsia.... Comrade Chervyakov has never found
the strength and courage to decisively rebuff this rotten
intelligentsia with its national-democratic tendency or
the out-and-out national-democrats....”

On 15 June A.G. Chervyakov was compelled to make a
second speech at the congress, and he stated the follow-
ing in particular;

“A number of serious political questions have been put
to me at this congress, and I am obliged to answer them
as follows...: 1. Concerning my political errors in the
past. 2. Concerning my standpoint in exposing enemies
of the people, specifically, in connection with the
checkup on party documents which was conducted; on
the mutual relationships within the Buro of the Belorus-
sian CP(b) Central Committee and my attitude toward
Goloded; on my role as chairman of the Central Execu-
tive Committee in administering economic and cultural
construction, and leadership in the Dzerzhinskiy
Rayon—this last question was put to me yesterday by
Berman. Well, I'm going to attempt to answer these
questions....”

In the conclusion of his second speech he declared the
following: “Many of the accusations made against me are
not true. They are very grave. I cannot accept them.”

Even after A.G. Chevryakov’s second speech the attacks
on him continued. The congress delegates with whom I
met told me that matters went even further. This con-
gress was held at Government House, in the auditorium
where sessions of the Belorussian SSR Supreme Soviet
now take place. On 16 June after the morning session a
20-minute recess was ann